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STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 


THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 1952 


ComMMITTeE ON Purptic Works, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE To Srupy Civit Works 
The special subcommittee met. pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., 
n room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Robert E. Jones, J1 
presia ny. 
Charles D. Curran. staff director. 
Mir. Jones. The committee will come to orc 


Foday this subcommittee, established last August, 1s initiating it 
open hearings in connection Wv ith its study of civil works. At this 
point I wish to read into the record the resolution adopted by tl 

1 } 


Committee on Public Works o1 August 20, Dod. That resolution 


rends as ‘ollows: 


Resolved, That the Chairman of the Committee on Pul Wor s herel 
Luthor appoin special s mmittee to study the ] s 
procedul eqgnnectt« th t autl i I I 

I ai ij ont oct nad e] Leva Vi ! 
I ais] s findings d rec mendations the 


Chairman Buckley appointed the subcommittee consisting of Rey 
resentatives Lu ade, Dar . om th. Machrovw CZ. Do dero, \ ve| 
Mack, and Baker and designated me chain 


At an early organizational meeting in Oct ‘ Lie ubcommittes 
ulopted a statement of respol sibilities in which it terpreted ‘ 
cope of ts study to 1k lude = ich projects is ul det <eCTIO} Gl: : R 


ne House ol Represent itives, would norh ily be rt ferred it 
( ommiuttee o1 Publi Wo ‘ as being related tO (ad flood control and 


mprovement of rivers and harbors, (4) public works for the bene 
ot navigation, (ef) watel power, md (7) oll ma othe poll ti of 
navigable waters. It recognized that numerous works constructed 
pri ily for those purpose would provid benefit tO WWrigatiol mia 
: 1 : } a 

rectamation, national parks al cd re reation, Torest resources, conserva 
Tio} oft fish i] (| \\ ild] Te, Hlhict so | conservVatliol Phe subcomn {tee 


also recognized that other committees of the Hou eof Re pres LALIVE 


re pl ivily responsible fer the latter f ti \ et forth 
the Oetober stateme it tive tent of the subee nmittee to point 
out to the whole committe policies, procedt res, and practices commg 
to its attentiol whicl have a direct napa t n these funeti = outside 
of its Jurisdictio In the proper study of Federal projects and pr 
orams involving henefits 1 the areas uw dei i irisdiction, thie i 
committee \ as of the opu on that it would doubtless need to cor sider 
work undertaken nthe nterests of funct ons wl ire the respo 


: ‘ 
iiities Of other comiumnitter 
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The studies ot the subcommittee thus far have supported these 
assumptions. The subcommittee has found that there are approxi 
mately 35 offices, bureaus, commissions, administrations, and similar 
agencies below the departmental level which are concerned in one 
way or another with water-resource development. It has also found 
that the functions of these agencies are not mutually exclusive and 
there is a considerable interrelationship of one with another in various 
problems. 

These hearings starting today are being held in order to develop 
as clearly as possible the present practices, policies, and procedures 
of the establishment concerned with the provement of harbors. the 
development of river resources, the control of floods, and the related 
uses of water. It is the purpose of the subcommittee to obtain Ta 
with a view to improving the administration and control over the 
developments of water. The committee considers itself a study al 


1 


‘eseare] ry ‘ 1 le 1 Ee hasize ] na vs } athe 
research group an et me emphasize, study and research rather 


than an investigatory group. It is concerned th functions of go 
ernment and not primarily with agencies 
In the conduct ot hearings the subcommittee intends to idhere to 


section 133 (e) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 requir 
ing that all witnesses appearing before it file in advance written state 
ments of their proposed testimony. 

We would like to have those statements at least 5 days before the 
appearance. 

It is our pleasure and our great honor to have with us as the first 
witness to be heard by this subcommittee the Chief of the Army Corps 
of Engineers, our warm friend, General Pick. 

General Pick, we are always happy to see you either on the sub- 
committee or the full committee. We would like for you to proceed 
with a statement that has been re quested. 


STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. LEWIS A. PICK, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


General Pick. Thank vou, Mr. ¢ ‘*hairman. 

Mr. Chairmar and centlemen of tl e committee, it 1s inde “da pris 
ilege and a pleasure for the Chief of Engineers to a ypear before the 
Public Works Committee of the House this morning, espe ally to 


participate in the hearings which are starting today, in order to clarify 
some of the problems. We hope to establish more definitely some of 
the poli ies under which we carry on ow work, and at swel some of 
the criticisms which have been made by peo] \ ire not well 

formed as to the position of the Corps of Engineers with respect t 
the civil-works program or how it obtains its directives for carrying 


out the work. 
We welcome the opportunity to provide a | of the information which 
we are capable of preparing and presenting to the committee. Wi 


; 


wish to assure the committee that we h ive een, Wwe Ope, work PRL. 


Nn complete harmony with members of the committee st iff in pre 
paring data for these hear ng . and I would like to inform you i ‘ 
Mr. Chairman. that we will endeavor to irry out every request as 
expeditiously and as effi ently as it is poss ble to do so in order to 
] 


ecomply with the requests that we mav receive from the committee 


or the committee staff in connection with these hearing 
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Mr. Chairman, I have prepared a formal statement which I would 
like to read to the committee at this time. 

Mr. Jones. You may proceed. 

General Pick. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee. I am glad to 
comply with your request of March 17 and to appear before you to 
furnish any information you may desire regarding the part of the 
Federal public-works activity administered by the Corps of Engineers. 

In October 1951 when the chairman advised me that this subcom- 
mittee was undertaking a comprehensive study of Federal civil works 
and requested certain information regarding the civil-works activi- 
ties of the Corps of Engineers, I replied that I was thoroughly in ac- 
cord with the objectives of your subcommittee, and I designated Brig- 
adier General Chorpening, the Assistant Chief of Engineers for 
Civil Works, to act as liaison with your staff director. Since then 
there has been constant coordination with your staff director, and I 
believe the corps has cooperated fully in furnishing all required infor- 
mation. 

As a result of our discussion with your staff director and members 
of your subcommittee, the broad scope of your proposed study has 
become evident. Accordingly, I have had prepared a Report on the 
Federal Civil Works Program as Administered by the Corps of En- 
gineers. I believe this report will provide you with a very compre- 
hensive view of the entire program and of the many complex rela- 
tionships affecting it; and that it will be of assistance in your study. 
I would like to submit this now; and I hope that the subcommittee 
will find it possible to publish it as a part of the record of these hear- 
ings. I have it here, Mr. Chairman. I believe the report contains 
much information of value to the Congress and to the public. 

I have referred to the improvements for navigation. flood control, 
and related water resource developments; civil functions assigned 
by Congress to the Department of the Army, as the “Federal civil 
works program,” to distinguish it from other Federal programs such 
as public roads and reclamation which are also al part of the Federal 
public works activity. 

This work has been administered by the Corps of Engineers for 
128 years, and has grown over that period. The program, however, 
has developed to its present status largely over the past 25 years; most 
rapidly since 1936, when flood control was first adopted by Congress 
as a Nation-wide Federal undertaking. On the whole the expansion 
of this program has kept pace with the growing public need for 
development and use of our water resources, and with the increasing 
Federal interest in those resources as expressed in legislation by the 
Congress. 

As a result of congressional action the civil works program now 
includes over 3,000 authorizations and projects for navigation, flood 
control, and multiple purposes. The present estimated cost of these 
authorized i 7 billie. ments, ine ‘luding work now comp le te ; and in oper- 
ation, is $16.7 billion. Congress has ap propri: ited through fiscal] year 
1952 the total sum of $5.4 billion for construction and planning of 
these works, leaving about $11.3 billion as the estimated amount. re- 
quired for completion at 1951 pr ice levels. Of this amount $3.3 billion 
will be required to complete improvements now under way. 








\bout $8 billion remai the estimates t M00 project 
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i think, Mr. Chairman. that ¢] sho place 
bye et LIlIeNE pore t ts I We ce [ ( \ 

pel laps \\ 1] ne ey] he bu | 

ihe neces (VY Tor caretul OO! bertie rt | wera 
di | I has i? mol { ore ¢ ( [ . pro 
rail l a Comp ’ rel Plows ‘ i ae 
CN It1y Ora [ Lhe Cone Se >, i ive] 
( hndt Inter Phe Cor ( | vy ere, Col 
tinuing effort to effect this coo) tio ( e required 
relationships \ n the framework of i Py lentia 
qgairectives 

Di tfere: eS OF OPIhio Lic ivrer eX ec. a isome stil 
remien hety 4 the Cor ol o ¢ the | qaerat (enC TE 
regaraing certa ispects of ter] ource elt lie istas d fle 
ence ire com mm betwer Dur l I Mar ( itl { | se are 
due to adiveroenr#t WSs. ft} relics bel ) I (| nherent 
pin cal conf isto es of watel \i ( 0 I { ferenes 
ire of primary portance, thi 1 »] oTeenn ‘ ‘ vel 
( l niy Opll 5 ver’, i i! “Oil ( , ») progral 
concerned It regret lest ( ( ere ( Oug 
] ive hee Nn uv fie | by Crit vel ) } } 
ave deel mace Federal] wWelr [ OOrd ) 1 Coopel 
TiO 
( tk ! ( eareq ma ] tive ! 0) ! ( Federa 
(70 el hie ea i These pore t I \ I t I¢ ( } erra 
now exXist Oo 1) wmeneral. thre re qaure pw) if | 11\ lund } 
Chorization of vestigate Line project ( | I | { blank 
authorizat O] hh ide unde) othe inv rol Vestigatio md projec 
for certalh othel Prrase Ot water-resource development | us, tl 
Conere Ss has To) the « \ l work program retamed Lvreatel leores 
control thar required. of ot r Kederal C1vil { 3 Tie 

The author Zation procedure for civil OK ( cle i delegation ( 


authority to the Chief of keneomeers to modify prolect thin reaso; 
able limits (uestions have hee} raised as to how the Corps oft Ene 
neers has exercised this authority. In my opinion the record wil 

that the corp ha exercised this respons C\ moceratioy and 


the public interest, and that with the development of current plannil 
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procedures, project modifieations mace thy, ive decreased 
progressively 
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planning by the Corps ot Engineers is based on the concept t] at the 
basic objective of river-basin development is the use of land and 
water resources in the most advantageous way from an over-all public 
viewpoint. The adequacy of these planning methods may he judged 
best by the accomplishments of the navigation and flood-control pro 
grams which have resulted from them. 

The value of the civil-works program is little known to the public 
as it has been publicized unfavorably largely by critics advocating 


special Interests or W ith special philosophies on water-resource devel 
opment. Those persons have characterized the program as “pork 
barrel,” wasteful, and ineffective. The Corps of Engineers has noted 
this trend but has had neither the time nor Tunds to cle fe d against 
uch attacks. 

Actually, in results and benefits obtaimed,. it is probable that cor 
eressional appropriations for C1\ il works I ive hee? one of the sound 
est investments of public funds ever made. Asa result of these appro 
priations this country has the finest coastal harbors in the world. 
These harbors have served this country in peace and in war. The im- 
f the Great Lakes provide 
t 


< cargo and constitute the 


proved harbors and connecting channels « 
an unexcelled system for movement of bu 
basic transportation structure of the industrial Midwest. Our system 
of over 27,000 miles of inland and intracoastal waterways has be- 
come an increasingly important part of the Nation’s transportation 
system. Traflic over them has increased from about 9 billion ton 
miles in 1929 to over 5] billion ton miles in 1950. Annually, they are 
now returning in transportation savings well over $2 for every Federal] 


) 
] 
| 


dollar appropriated for them. 


Much publicity is naturally given to the flood damages which still 
occur throughout the United States. but there is little realization of 


the effectiveness of Federal flood-control works now complete or in 


l } 


ion. Little attention is paid to the flood whieh causes no dam ive, 


operat 
klood CO?) trol \ orks now complete or in operation protect ovel SDU) 
communities and 26 million acres of rural land, with an aggregate 
population of 4.6 million in protected are T! 
ti 


ent Hood damages averaging over SOO 


as. Phes works now re 
illion annually. There has 
heen no general overflow in the alluvial vallev of the M ssissippi River 
lor 25 vears, and the Federal] improvement for that v ley hac repaid 
5 in benefits for everv Federal dollar expended. As vou know. priot 
to the Federal projects destructive overflows were an almost annual 
occurrence In the Mississippi Valley. 

Proje ts of the veneral flood-control program are of recent origin 
and have been in operation on the average about 8 vears. In this brief 
period they have already repaid, in flood damage prevented and in 
other benefits, over half of their total cost, Federal and local. and 


their useful life is just beginning. 


Hydroelectric power has become an nportant element of the vil 
vorks program. The Corps of 1 wimeers has t vice! ! le vit vr part 
Nn planning for the develo) ment of this resource in econinnetior vith 
othe phases of omprehensi e 1 ver bas mprovement. The corns 
constructs power installations when authorized by Congress to do so. 
\t present the civil-works program includes author tio for more 

droelectric power than all other Federal programs combined. 


In connection with hvdroelectric power, ] mer widi That thy corps 


Lnbalyzes power projects on the basis of evaluations and market stue 





furnished by the Federal Power Commissio | power produced 
from it projects 1s old by the Secretary of the Interior Rates for 
sale of th power are ¢ tablished by the market ng agency upon ap 
proval by the Federal Power Commi On, al uu ordn o to Chie law 
should return the cost of producing the powe Power rat ire thus 
ilfected by the st alloeati mace ) the ( oft | oineers. 
We allocate the costs of multiple-use projects to re that all project 
f tions hen f ell A I” | ive oO rive I ) t pal pate il 
propriat t! i oS \ rt ( le level 
Lite [ 

Mr. Chairma that pomt i oO e te y t particulal 
procedure ot concurred Fed es. A policy in 
th parti r field is urge \ I b | procedt 
Wi) ~ ec the ( Orps oO! | neriner t\ mV Opi 
the subsia @” of anv o! tu ) it 1 Xx se O thre \ 
believe that th 1 sound and businesslike procedure. Howev 
We vivo t¢ | bye hoe reviewed by t | OO} nittes heca < we Te 
that we need the guidai f the Pr Wi mittee in t 
parce lar important subject a t atle r entire } lt ple purpose 
program 

In addition to these majo comphi ! ts, the \ | works progran 
Is produce} gy Ihany collateral benefits tro omprehensive planning 


for the maximum sustained use and development of water resources. 


Civil works projects are aiding n the control of stream pollution; 
municipal water supplies are being provided from 12 reservoirs: 
the works are making available important facilities for preservatior 
of fish and wildlife that would not been possible otherwise: 
recreational facilities provided by reservoir management programs 
attracted 26 million visitors in 1951. 

Recent criticism of the civil works program has been based largely 
on increases in the current costs of projects over estimates originally 
prepared by the ¢ orps of Engineers a . basis for authorization by 
Congress. It is true that a substantial increase in cost has occurred. 
varying in magnitude between individual projects: but this cost i 
crease should be considered in the light of the following facts: 

(a) The increase has been in line with or less tha that experiences 
by the construction industry generally. 

74 ; , ; 


(OY) Three quarters ol the mcrease has been aque to economic al d 
legislative facto} ovel which the Corps of kenge lee] nas no contro 
such as rising construction costs and expansions of projects authorized 
by Congress. , 

(c) By far the create part of the cost increase stems from earlie 
reports and estimates which are not representative of present pla 
nine and estimating procedt res of the Corps ot K ovineers, 


The corps does Ol cla m that ITS estll iting procedures have bes 
pel fect. In a large, complex program aa stakes and errors ot jude 
ment are bound to occur. The corp does mamta iowever, that | 
estimates have pro\ ided the Congres th a sound basis for legisla 


tive actiol 

Phe Corps ol OF oiners has been unde! onstant. and often \ olel De 
attacks 1 recent years, Qu POsit1ol regaraing these attacks na 
been somewhat like that taken by Abraham Lincoln when he said: 


if I were to try to read, much less answe1 the a ( nade on me, th 


shi might w e ¢ ed for any other busine 
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] feel, however, tl at these attac ks, charges, and allegations have now 
proceeded to a point here they no longer represent constructive criti- 
cisin in the publi hnterest They have become d maging to a seful 
Federal activity: they undermine public belief in the integrity of 
he ¢ orps of Eng neers: they reflect ad ersely upon the engineering 
protession as a whole. In fact. 1f 1) v lowed to sav so, | feel 
tl it thev reflect adversely upon the wisdom hat ibility oT the Ce 
oTress., hope that we shall ha e the opportunity of answering these 
hare@es in full oefore your subcommittee. 
1} liverse o1 } of these attacks ery hnterest v bhey come, 
Orie and. from those whose philosoy or spec | interest place 
thie ppositt to almost any form of Federal regulation or pat 
ticipation in water resources development. They stem, on the other 
hand. from those who desire i highly cen ralize i Federal control over 
ly er re irces In effect. the Corps of Engineers has been “n 
the } ldle*: nd I believe that more often than not we ive been 
Anv ag ey dealing with in tant natural resources such as wate 
ind power will be subject to eri Mn. Lhe ec rps welcomes construc 
tive criticism aimed at unproving the civil-works program and its own 
administrative procedure I am, however, deeply resentful of irre- 
sponsible and biased charges which reflect upon the Integrity of the 


( orp: ot Eneineers as abl agency ot the executive branch of the Ked 
eral Government, and which destroy public confidence in a useful gov- 
ernmental activity. 

I believe in the basic soundness of the civil-works program. — I be 
lieve that the ¢ orps of Eneiners has performed a most difficult pr blie 
task lha creditable niahher, And ! hope t ie re ord we can show you 
will provide an adequate basis for appraisal of these matters by the 
( ongress. 

Mr. Chairman, this ends my formal statement. IT have with me here 
today members of miy stafl who are qualified, ] believe, to answe} 
questions on the civil-works activities of the (¢ orps ol Engineers, and 
I. o1 aly mem er ot iy staff. would be very olad to attempt tO answel 
any questions which you or the members of the committee may ask us 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, General Pick. 

As |] pointed out at the opening of the session, this is a study of 
civil works endeavors, and in making that study we want to confine 
our questions to the subject with a degree of continuity that will bring 
out all the aspects of the operation of the Corps of Engineers. ‘There 
fore, Mr. Charles Curran, the staff director of this committee, will 
initiate the questions that will be directed to various members of your 
staff. 

Mr. Curran. General, you mentioned in your statement the volume 
of authorized work vet to be undertaken in the sum of $11.3 billion. 
That. on the basis of figures turnished Ly members of your staff, is 
composed of work now underway originally estimated to cost $2,872 
million, which is now estimated to cost 86,072 million, and of work 
that has not yet been started, originally estimated to cost slightly over 
$4.1 billion and now estimated to cost roughly $8 billion. 

At the rate at which appropriations have been made during the 


Je) 


past 5 years it would take voughly 22 or 23 years for that work to be 


done on the basis of these costs, 
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You touched in your statement on the qi 


or reappraisal, or review of these proje 1S. 


years’ work which is all recommended by 


estion of deauthorization, 
With this backlog of 22 
the Corps ol OF oineel 


rivers and harbors projects largely authorized nee 1945, and flood- 
control pre jer ts authorized back In 193>- \ there eed mv cle 
veloping a further backlog ¢ 

General Pick. I think that it is necessary to keep up with the 
times. I think that there are many flood-conti projects that have 
not been authorized that might be authorized and would take prece- 
dence over some other works that are vi ded th orized 
program, which may not be built for mat ears. In other words, I 
do hot helieve t| it we should look at the row) i ry y {fi ent 
for 22 years. | feel sure that t] ere are report itt ‘ oO} 
flood-control projects which would be e ena ver priorit yvnel 
the are pre ented to the Conere 3s, and | ] ( vena 
high priority in b iiget neg for new start { l program 

As torivers and harbors, I think 11 & \ ¢ 
I think it is necessary to continue aut Ol 
and harbors. We could hot pos bly ta 1 thr ve 
spect to our channel work on rivers and ) We iin ow that 
oul Imports of raw materials in the nat e of petroleum products 
and the basic raw materials like copper, tee] ind bauxite. ind things 
like that. are to be brought from the outsicd larger and largel 
quantities. We know that there are many il el> to oul harbors 
which would not be idequate to tuke the vessels whi ive now belng 
planned, and even those that ire now be oe built Il refer to the tank 
ers and ore-carr\ ne ves els So I do not 1 ink, ir. that we would be 
justified, if T might state it. Mr. Chairmat saving that there are 
enough author zed now so that no new author ito! hould be made 
fora long period of time. I think we have to kee east of the times 
n the Umited States. I think we have eC] ooral LilVve 
he amuse Oul ndustrial and our e@cononiic ¢ vet t adepe Dol 
keeping al ve these public works prog? il | 


| do not know whether I have answe 
Chairmat 

Mr. Davis. Mav T ask a question at t 

Mr. Jones, Yes, Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. General. back in the Eig 
tinguished Chairman, Mr. Dondero, 


( orp ot | ngineers, we st rted a new syste 
a} vay | fy t . : { | 
appro i Of vestigations and projects. il 
a Member of Congre ve required a Me 
ona reg ilat Ol I . isl f} hon for} i 
tigation on a particular project. The 
that with some care and ( fapproved 
The prel mmMary hnvestigatiol vou! 
come ba tot cominitt 
| sii\ that be l ~ | Cuil tt i ere 
i] imvement bet een the © orps of ine 
a practical standpoint. In other words, | 


/ 
r ) i 
pel ) | 
erabclo t 
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{) orcas we red red 
! i ( onere oO subi 
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which would result in the best result in the expenditure of every 
dollar. That apparently has worked splendidly up to this point. 
Our own subcommittee on flood control today views with extreme 
care all of these requests for investigations, and General Chorpen 

can well report to you that we have not flooded him with an unres 


sonable number of these request 


Currently there is that devree of coopel ition wherein we re not 
insisting upon your making expenditures To! these early investig 
tions. That takes care of the presel tif we can maintain that same 


degree of workmanship. 

Now, coming back to those projects authorized many vears 1o 
would it be very difficult and would it cost much in time and oney 
for the ( Orps of engineers to submit tO Us roughly, becat se we Cannot 
accomplish this 1h a day, a vreat number of projects which in the 
judgment of the Cor ps ot kenen eers should never be started / If we 
could just start getting the rough spots off to begin with, then with 
that same degree of care we could 20 LO work to see if we could not 
de-authorize a great nian of them and free the record of that many. 
As time goes ohn we could vet the projects oft value more and more 
current and get it down to a asoiuble basis. ici} Ss you have | ist 
cjeseribed., 

Would that require too much time, ¢ ffort and money, for you to 
give us that asa starter / 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, I would like to conment on that. 

We of the Corps of Engineers take great pride in working with 
this committee. Mr. ( hairman.,. if We ure to do thre best iob possible 
for the legislative branch of the Government I believe it is absolutely 
essential that we work in the closest harmony with this committee. 1] 
believe that we should look to and receive our guidance from this 
committee because it is here that these projects are first presented, | 
come before this committee now intimating that such a procedure as 
Mr. Davis has just outlined be undertaken because a great amount ol 
Criticism is being clirected at the agency charged with respons bility 
for handling this work and at the executive branch of the Government. 
and if you will permit me to say so, Mr. Chairman, I believe toward 
the committee of the (Congress itself, because of the large sum of 
authorizations which are now on the books. | believe the committee 
thoroughly understands, and I know we do, that a large percentage of 
projects which have been authorized for many years will never be 
built. Now, why won't they be built? Many things have happened 
to affect the individual projects as authorized. In some cases the 
local interests do not want them. The people who advocated them 
initially do not want them. Our country has been built up to such an 
extent that it will not be econom cally justified now to go in and dis 
rupt everything and build them. 

[ think we should try to work out a formula for reviewing the pro- 
gram with the idea of dropping out, as it were, any and all of the 
deadwood that there may be in a program which is o vital to the 
United States. 

I hope that this committee, and in this investigation and review, 


} 


will arrive at some method of procedure and give us some guidance as 


to how we can go about doing this. 
Mr. Chairman, we are already doing that in projects which have 
been built. which have been built and served thei purposes over years 
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and years. We are cdiscont huing project Vigatl projects, that 


have served their usefulness. I think we 1 r cont e to re { S 
current program and keep if up to date (i ee | 1iiVe | | l k. 
however, we should be careful and review the held oroughtly before 


we take action. 
| do not know w] ethe I lave 1 yer Ou ) Ot, Mr. 
Davis. 
Mr. Davis. I think so 
Crene ral, from ap 


j 


a h og ob. 


General Pick. A tremendously big job 
Mr. DAvIs. And this committee is ge f - ! ‘ I 


repeat, there 1s nothing spectacular about t } te ere ho 
tele nor headline hunting about th re to 
do a real service to the country und if I ) rt hg 
arm of the engineers We will have tO Lp] [ \ pi i d 
persistent study, and tothat end I make Chis very pract Lb ODservatlion. 
Ifa Membe r of Congress some 8 01 LO veal wo ot a bubthorization 
ind this committee went through the prope! pat r i! procedure, 
then this committee will have to hear that hn quiet i | ive 
to reason it out with | m f we are to do the oh thors ( vy, completely, 
and deeply without arousing people. A man 1 oht say, “Well, you 
are going to deauthorize one of mv project - but we t dow ind 
renson it out with him and he sees that that t yr should never be 
built. then that man instead of opposing . Wo | elpu But if 
we approach the problen of deauthoriz rq t of oject thout 
real care. we are in for real trouble, because after all, we have pract al 
politics which contronts us every day 1! { Ver regard to every- 
thing we do. 

So it is with that in mind that I asked ye tn rather involved 
question as to whether you could o1ve us a certain nun ber of these 
projects on which we could make a start and try to reason it out und 


deauthorize them. \s th s committee Goes ilor Yr on that trom week 
to week, then I think we can do somethu ery worthwhile for the 


ountry 


Beginning some + veal ig \ 
the committee her tarted to give t t 
e have not in ar zed a lot of 1 ren ter : ch 
brings me to this questi It would t I uityV tO 
tuthorize a project to be constructed, but est 
vations, and review investigations und the S e act 
ndependently of the House and pa ont proj ror instance, 
that we had refused to send to vou with our aj} »] 7 

General Pick. Yes, sn 

Mr. Davis. Thev could ¢ 

General Pick. Yes, si 

Mr. Davis. That brings me to the nex one I 5. 1f we are 
over a period of time to do a real. thor rid. i compiet joo, the! 
I think we will have to sit down with othe dy and the other 
committees and let them know our philosop md oul ceerity about 
the whole matter In that w iy we Tia Oni 1e 


] ] ] 
thing worth wl ie 


(*eneral Pi KK Mi ( ha Pyybet dh. PAY | i! \i i Cyiie ( e 
Mr. Jones. Yes. You go right ahead, G 
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General Pick, On the question of providing such a list, Mr. Chait 
man. I would be very glad to attempt to get up such a List. I believe 
it would be better to trv to work out such a list with the administra 


tive staff of the committee. I do not believe that such a list ( 


| 
be gotten out without having it carefully studied. 

Mr. Davis. I quite agree with you on that 

(reneral Pi K. Because sue] l list. ! y Opinion, W 1 by i ft 


! } 


t] it should not be considered as “the list” until thad bee thoroughly 

reviewed, . 
Mr. Davis Will vou } irdoy another <ugcvestion, General / 
(reneral PICK Yes 
Mr. DAVIS. The d <triet or GLVISION e} 


ewineel \ fe) is the C4 Mmdienee 

of the people in his district ould very well s t dor wit! Those who! id 
ygested a project 8 or 10 years ago and make known the true present 
uation, and from that level up very likely we will have a request 


from the local community that someth ne be deauthorized 

General Pick. We have those. We have them where local peopl 
suy they are not interested in them anv more. We ought to clear 
those projects off the list. . 

Mr. Ancetn. May I ask a question in connection with that / 

Mr. Jones. Yes, Mr. Angell] 

Mr. ANGELL. Phat would require leaislative actior . would it not, 
to deauthorize them / 

General Pick. Yes, sir. To deauthorize them would require legis- 

itive action. 

Mr. Donpero. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Before we leave the subject, Mr. Davis posed a ques 
tion and I do not believe you proceeded quite far enoug! Would you 
suggest, General, that we have a concurrent resolution from the 
Senate and the House to make sw veys?! 

Greneral Pick. I do not know, sir. ‘| hat is beyond me That isa 
legislative matter, 

Mr. Donpero. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. Donprro. General Pick, the one thing that precipitated the 
appointment of this subeommittee and the lhe arings which have been 
held by our colleague, Chairman Jones, has stemmed from one thine, 
i] a that Is the W ide difference bet ween the estinlh ited Cost of i proj ct 
and its actual cost. I think the Corps of Engineers understands 
that. Iam nota eritic of the Army ( ngines rs, and rong back to the 
lavs of General Pillsbury 20 years ago, I never hesitated to take the 
floor of the House and defend, with whatever ability | had, the in 
tegrity, the honesty, and the capability of the Corps of Army Eng! 
neers, because I believed and still believe in them. 

However, what has come about in the years that have followed is 

s criticism that every member of the committee receives, and it has 
been severe, against the Corps of Army Engineers, so as to destroy the 
faith and confidence of the committee in the corps al d perhaps the 
| eople of the United States. 

The purpose of this investigation is to see if we cannot correct 
{ Let me see if you agree with me on this. I can only reeall one 


or two occassions In “) vears where the committee evel doubted ihe 


wisdom of the Corps of Army Engineers in sending a project to us. 
It has been arare case indeed whe it has h ippel ed. In fan * I t} | 


" 
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only four times in a century has there been any violent disagreeme 
between the Congress and the Corps of Army | hnemeers, so 
has been our confidence in you. Nevertheless, when this committee 


rreal 


( 


is faced with a proposition where the actual cost is double. or two 
or three times what the estimate is, then we are presented with a situ 
ation that makes us question our Ow! ludement If that thing were 
done in private enterprise the manager undoubtedly would be fired, 
or the engineer would be fired. It is that one thing we seek to correct. 


With that asa basis for my HNOSItIO! n reoard to the Corps of Engi 
neers. | want to ask vou this questiol What obiection has the Corps 


of Engineers to de-authorizing a good ma of these projects that 
have been lying on the shelf for nearly a quarter of a century, and 
some of them more ¢ I tried it back the Eis (he CO oress and met 


with very stiff and violent oppositio} 
General Pr K. Mr. Dondero. I was} rt ef of | rineers then 
Mr. Donpero. | appreciate that 
General Pick. I am advocating it 
Mr. Donprro. But you do advocate it now 


General Pick. I am advocating it now, I 1 © it should be 
done in a very deliberate manner. I < they suuld be studied. 
but | think some of them : ould he deaut rworizZed, 

Mr. Donprero. I think it would certainly pre to the country a 
hetter statement to show that we do not have ten o fiftte 1) billion 


dollars worth of projects lying on the s! elf authorized, but never pre 
sented for construction. If they are not to be constructed let us take 
them off the list. 
Mr. Davis. Will the gentleman yield for a dire int there / 
M. Donpero. Yes. 


Mr. Davis. General, a moment ago Mi Dondere ed the word 
“cseoregate.” I did not catch it with it roper import at the moment, 
but he ucvestl d thy il the er gineers should segregate these ota projec ts 
) > 1 fa) «| 10>) the Active i ra 1h) } ( ate} promi Tnere we 
tl follow through o1 the very questio tihieat OU al mehtlo he | 
didi not itch t] it quite is mportantly a | Tiece L\ L moment ago 
mevregatllol nto the active and Inactive Phe n go into the 
nactive and if this committee has the patience \ i perseverance we 
in really folloy through on the very | e Ol ! vou ire proceeding. 

General Pi Kk. That is1 olt. 


Mr. Donpero. Now, General, this further a 
Cre} eral Pi I\ Yes, Sir. 


Mr. Donpero. I there anything Wwrohs ! suggested procedure 
that. when vou come before t] cOmbiittee with a project you state 
for the purpose of the record, so that the Coner and the country 
\\ 1] knoy i th il thre estimate is based upo >! esas of a certain date 4 


Is there anything vrong n adding that to your est mate / 

General PICK. No. sir. We must do that. 

Mr. Donpero. Because prices and costs have increased, but 1f you 
can do that then the Congress will know and the country will know 
that if there is any chang In prices either up or Gown if will have 


ts effect ra | rect ly or direct hy upon Live project Wine h Vou advocate. 


(reneral Pick [ think it is absolute ly essentia that the estimate 
be dated. 
Mr. Donpero. I think it should because I have had plenty of trouble 


my own vineyard in reference to the St. Lawrence seaway. People 
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e 


ement 


oreul 


onfront me with figures that are fantastic, of $1 billion or S2 billion. 
(}f course, we have to take a@ position of defense on those and that is 


mittee alwWavs a weakness. | would rather be the avgressor on that. 

r two In your statement on page 9 I could not help but raise my eyebrows 

i situ- md T want to ask vou about it. 

r were Gieneral Pren. All right. sir. 

fired, Mr. Donpero. | quote vou 

TOC. In fact, if 1 may be allowed to say so, 1 feel that they 

Engi | 

Corps ind you reter to eriticism 

s that reflect adversely upon the wisdom and ability of the Congress 

, and Now, General, this committee depends on Vou. We have such 

dl met ereat faith in your Corps of Engineers that we depend upon you and 
the Corps of Army Engineers to present such facts to us upon which 
we miust act. If there is anv critfetism as to the wisdom of the Cor 
vress and this committee then it 1s based ent rely on such facts as are 
presented to us by the Corps of Engineers. 1 wonder whether or not 


vou believed that that statement is justified 


ld be 


Crene ral Pr K. ‘| His stutement., Sir. 1 po nted at those people who do 


died, rot use the facts, but who warp the facts and who use the facts very 
loosely. Those are the people whom I am hitting at. 

try a Mir. Donpero. But if that criticism comes, and it has, then this 

hion committee is the one that is in the middle between the pubhi criticism 

r pre and the Corps of Arm Engineers, upon whom we rely, 

s take General Prox. Absolutely, sir, and that is what I am trying to say 
here . 

Mir. Donpero. The purpose of these hearings is to see 1f we cat 

evolve a system ol procedure, or even legislation, which is going to 

word omit or make it unnece ssary for either the public to criteize us or this 
ment, colnniittee to criticize Vou. That is the purpose of the meeting, and 

Oyects I am sure out of it sole wood will come, or at least I hope SO. 

re we General Pick. | am sure it will, sir. 

e- 2 Mr. Anceun. Mr. Chairman. 

U ago. Mr. Jones. Mr. Angell. 

o the Mir. ANGELI lL have just ohe or two questions, (reneral Pick 

Ce we (reneral Prox. Yes. Mr. Angell. 

«cling. Mr. ANGEI I. We have met with considerable opposition in the ( ‘on 
gress In the last few vears in securing appropriations for surveys 
ria plans. The objections seep To be based on the proposith mn that 
there was this oreat backlog of proje ts wh lh) would be suthcient at 

edure the present rate of construction to last some 22 or 25 vears and that, 

state therefore, no additional money should be allowed for planning or 
intry surveys. Of course, I realize in your answer you have shown that 
date that isa false premise to ussume that by having this backlog we can 

stand still now and intiate no new projects. However, there is a 
further question as to whether or not we should not have adequate 

[ you appropriations to provide for planning and surveys to keep current 

know and keep lip to date all projects which become hecessary by reason of 

have change in phir sical conditions, floods, and so forth, and also by reason 
cate, of new ideas. new prin iples, new developments In tec hnology and 

Mate engineering, where a different tvpe of project may be needed or a 
modification of an existing project that ~ under construction mav 

ouble he needed. : 


eople 


+7 
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What S Vou! ley { rerers e to thr 
appropriation for planning and survey ( 
do s backlog tl ti we ive é 


General Pick. Mr. Chairman, this i 


my opiniol I am absolutely Vinpathy 

hold om Tune ror adaitiona vey tii 
. } 7 ] } ] 

of the pub! WOrks program Ca hod 


vou have got t s tremendous pro 
I think that f tin rveyving a d plat 


which we hay } ici ¢ he entire prog! 
If this backlog could be reduced to a live 
would Lnve trie rormatio Oo take DeTore 
mittee of the Congress a} av that we do 
we do need to co t ie Ss V4 ! oT } 
need Survey lo V al ULL I think ( 
nually. It is becoming most difh t to 
people who are walting to criticize the ud 
my Opti lon, TOI ulding to t backlog t bal 
Mr. ANGELL. Wel I \ \ ii NU 


thorizing projects that are no longer nec 

relieve us of ! | 
General Pick. I think so. # 
Mr. ANceLit. Will you t 

erally, have been expe 

fications and 

1Zer ma 


, Greneral, 


working plans Oo} these proye 


Lhe informatio elie \ ( 

A tota f SBS 07 ! } ere ¢ 1 ‘ 
ize p! mcts not vet aurted 

Mr. ANGELL. I did not mean in deta 

Mr. Jones. Let me terrupt for ] 
SAVe T at aque Ol e Vill moOvE on pl 

I 

and we can de\ (1) on ontil rere 


Mr. ANGELL. 

Mir. de NES. 

Mr. AnGeuu. I think that would be inter 
have nformation on it. 

That ill, Mr. Chairmag 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack 


SOC 


from 1824 up to the present time approx 
the river and harbor and flood control work 
General Pick. Yes, sir: $5400,000,00' 
constructiol 
Mr. Mac The advair program of aut! 


excess of S11 billion. It is charged by 


neers that we ) 
work as the Army engineers have carried o1 

Mr. Curran in hi 
work, if 
2 veal's, 
Army engineel Cul Sa \ t | at in the 


level 


tive plal 


General Pick, | understood y 


ODDO! 


the advahce plam ne program tw ea much 


mpiete 


cles 1cie 


7 ough 


) »-extent 


speaking gen 
spec] 


ore wuthnor- 


ve it 


¢ oO 
to say hat e ePXDe ier 
ite SOA } 0 on 
, 

Ol 1) t cy t i] ew 
wmorpzedcd prote ~ .) ~ } 


ents of the 


th ist 12S veal 

t] dvance planning 
ork lone in the past 
Phi opponents of the 
etween 1940 and 1950, 
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: ‘ nvineers spent at a iverage of S515 millio au year. () that 
oh , . 
pias the engineers have on the advahce prial hihy progral ehoug 
‘l- : : ’ . . 
ork to Keep thei DUS) for 5) vears and not Z veal 
; 1] | { 
We have at the present time river and harbor and flood-control pr 
In ’ : } 1 : 
| totaling 949 in number on which no work has been done, cost NM 
1 , a7 ' , 
out S DITION. Mr. Davis nas thiade tie sugvestion ft I ve ought to 
CS . —~ ; : 
' eauthorize some of these projects. Ll agres Him. Some of these 
Te . , 
99 rolects that are not economically Teas ble now | ni wondering, low 
ver. if we should try to deauthorize, let S say, Lo) OF these project 
on : - 1) 
DrovpnoLy afl LING 50 different COngressiohal GIstl ts. all Cil DreCAK 
hs , : 
r joose Trom Congressmen Ih OpPpositio to sucha program. Would 
ru -" ; . — ; . 
é Die. lrenel il. nstead of just TAK! cv up proyect t\ Pye ject 
n- : oe, 
ieauthorizing if, tO pass a general law which would V tha I 
, . | , 
= oO is Hee done on a project attel 1 pel od ot v ors or LU years, 
ve ty , . : 
mie a te period of time, that the authorization on that project 
I) . ' 1 . ' _ 
. i! Trhibate ina that before any WOrk t be aohe oO , a t suc 
of 


project must come before the Congress and be reauthorized? Would 


in ; vey ae ; : 
De Tei DT hist acl ol PaKInNG up proyect n\ project tor deau oO] i 
on to have proje ts oh WV lu 1} ho work has Dee) done expire | 7 
ll- : 
Sor 1U0 years ¢ 


(reneral ir KK I could not give a ready answer to that, slr, vecause 
’ 


| Would not kno what it would involve. We may have one of t 1ese 


isih programs that was authorized a numbel ot ve irs ago lh W Cl) 
ey are all good projects and all should be bu It. but we have not f 
‘l- . ! 1 } " > 
: ii tine to vet around to them Lam thinking about the Ohio R ! 
- Basin. 1 h is one of the oldest There is some more work to be 
ite e Ohio River Basin that Is needed ind that s ect i! 
> Vhey would be the first ones to come under the ax, whereas vy prop 
Onic not want o deauthorize them at ill. | realize t if Ivo 
r ome } with B50 projects to be deauthorized there .) ld ar 
{hi lt 
Mr. Davis. Would vou pardon me / 
I] Mr. Mack. Yes 
it Mr. Davis. There would be less difficulty if we used patience and 
Oroug ess in eva ting them, which bi os me back to the ora 
f { peace ed a moment ago—segregatio Yo inno t 
el i ~“wer Thy (j! Tia ntil ‘ seoTregates ti I 1nite live 
0 rel ( I was follow gy you very closely on that. but I wa j I 
king if the Corps of Engineers could segregate then ito activ 
na tive, and then { the committee coud pro eed with oreat 
ive, if s very pe ssible we could avold the oreat struggle that vor 
d intic ite. It is going to take a great deal of time and will be a big 
n mob, ana it cannot he done ina dav. If we do tT isuially we W ime 
irb a man who will sy that we are vyoing to aea ithorize someth a 
Vv that he is interested in, when actually. if he knew the facts. he would 
iv. “You are just exactly right. Fhat should not be done. T have 
n inother one that is current and more important.” 
7 Mr. Mack. Of course, that procedure takes a lot of time. We will 
ly ive fe 1 | rthy | i! sto get proje < deautho ed Ii would 
e min ears before we could get anvwhere, under t procedure 
14 ere f we lave provision that a project which has not be 
t ? , ¢ Sor 10 vears, automatically would be deauthorized 
e ‘ ‘ | 1 not raise so 1 cl ity ! 
) 
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Mr. Macurowicz. | heartily concur with the thought expressed DY\ 
Mr. Mack. I think we may run into considerable difficulty when we 
have to deauthorize each project indy idually. However. the obie 


tion to Mr. Mack’s proposal may be properly taken care of if w 


} 
* COT 


‘ 
have an PS( cL pe el use, We could say every project 0 wi noactio 
was taken within a designated number of vears, whether it be 5. or 8. 
or 10 years, sh il] become deauthor zed Ui less some posit ( icTIO! 
requested on behalf ot the particular project Which has some mertt, 
uch as the General suggested. |] think probably we would get mu 

better results by an automatic deauthorizat on as suggested by thie 
gentleman from Washington, rather than to go into ea dividua 
protect particularly those which are of long tana 

| do not know how far back the vo, OUT There ot of ert 


fhe thought expressed by Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Anceiyt. Will the gentleman vield 

Mr. Mack. Yes. ; 

Mr. Anceii. The escape clause might | rort leration. We 
deauthorize Those pena ne To LO veal Vil rie Vo! fr approved pb. 
the Corps of \rmy Kneimeers In 1 " tine \) e omeel 
could reserve those essential project Is x ke the Olio. « 
the Mississippt, or the ¢ olun Pret Basi a ! e Der approved 
and which will eventually have to be bu It. but where it take 10 veal 
or more to get started be use there are othe) I! ects a ead of then 
nh tirgency. 

Mr. Donpnrero. Will the gentleman vield / 

Mr. ANGELL. ) . 


Mr. DONDERO Suppose t i@ legislation were Tranmiec ol itn prole 


after 10 vears, f that was the lenot OT Ti wreed upon, would 
] ] ] . 
nutomatth illy become deauthor ‘edt unles On ihrmacrve wtion 1 


asked for DV tie Corps of Army ene nee W f it be a bette) 


wavy to handle it 7 


General Prex. Mr. Chairman. mav I sa off 1 record 
I \ i [to] [ t \ | { oO! 
inles 1 | } —CPy VE Os 1 of recely ry ( \ I 
tion 


Mr. Jon All meht. You ean proceed « 

Discus mn olf the record. ) 

Mr. Jones. On the record. 

Mr. Baker. General Pick. vol iid while ago that there wer 
several mstances where the low Hl Spo! oO} uu tive fi¢ id lost 
terest and had aff 
of Engineers that the project was no longe stihied Am | elit 
about that / 

Greneral Pick. No. Not necessarily no long fied Phere 
Just as mucl finkcawthio pnossibly now is thers , then. but the 
conditions have changed 30 that they ao hot want it 

Mii BAKER. I} othnel words. they aie ( LO’ Y¥ToO } | 
thell part of the mioney 4 

General Prowx. That is right. 

Mr. Baker. Why could we not start er eed that dea 
timbe out ¢ 

General Pick. That is rielht 
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cl by Mr. Baker. Is that substantial / Is there quite a number of those / 
n we General Pick. Well, there are a number of those and there are a 
bjec number lke Mr. Mack spoke of there of river and harbor projects 
ould Mr. Baker. Are there not some projects where, for instance, dams 
‘T101 have been built that more or less did away with small isolated flood 
or 8, ontrol projects, and things in that general category 4 

Uh Is General Pick. | would not doubt the least bit but what there ar 
eVit, ome like that. too. Yes, sir. 

uch Mr. Baker. Well, it would not be much of a job for the Corps of 

the Engineers to report the class of projects, we will say, Which t 

dual ocal sponsoring authorities have lost interest or do not care anything 
‘bout going forward with them, so that we co iactually go to Con 

it i ogres had recommend legal deauthorizatior 1 think it we uid have a 
great effect on the public’s conception of what they are talking too 
mich about. which is the pork barrel stuff. Phat would ot be au Dig 
ob to do that. would it / 

We General Prox. The act of 1941, sir. savs that a local protection pro 
dl by | i has bes thorized and not t it hh. years, Where the to 
ee! terest have not been willing fo put up thelr CONnTYIDUTION, Is to 
O. 0 natically deauthorized. 
oved Mr. Baker. Are thev still carried on this list that e have been 
ears looking over 4 
hem Greneral Pier. No We dropped out 14 of those. 

Mr. Baker. The) are absolute lv out 4 
Mr. Davis. How much does that involve dothar ind cents 4 
Mr. Baker. Ye What does that involve in dollars and e« 

ect General Pick. I do not have that figure her 
ould (The following information was supphed late 
m 1s rhe total estimated cost of the 14 projects fe ! 
tel =~ S408 1 , 

Mr. Baker. At vy more of those that could be treat 
rad / ) 
une i\ 
hora (reneral Pie \ ssuiranee ive been re iested formally on | 
era ts and they will expire betwee) 19o" and 1956 un! > assurance re 
received, Authorization has eX} red oO} 14 lornial tsstlrrahnces ot 
vet red rested totaled 2. We have recelved assurance on oS loca 
protection projects 
. Mr. BAKER. Those ire author rec proyects 4 
oe General Pick. Yes, sir. fiver and harbor legislation imposes 

” Imilar requirements for exploration of a thorization of nay vatlol 
i> improvements. 

_ Mr. Baker. Which might be a proper subject for this sube te 
fo explore, 

‘slice General Pick. Yes. Tr 

; Mr. Baker. There might be and should be a sn ir provisi 

the | 
_ General Prox. A similar effect. howe is bes ed ad 
stratively by the Corps of Engineers in s« ivigation authoriza 
tions with an estimated cost of $32,500,000 which have been placed 

lead ' ' 
nacrive tatu hy mse of nanos econon ) tlio or cont ed 
failure of le il interest o comply with r nit | il COO 
{10} thoue! e do not havevany law Ike f rt 
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Mr. Baker. Do you report those projects that have been dropped | 
operation of law in the Flood Control Act of 1941 ¢ Do you rep 
those in your annual report to Congress / 
General] Pi K. Yes. They are reported in the annu il re port, 
Mr BAKER. It ha not received venel | recognition, | wo cl Say. | 
other words, that is a part that is favorable to the Corps of Engines 
(reneral Pr K. It as not received anv publicity 
Mr. Baxer. That what I thoug!] , 
General Pick. No, sir. 


Mr. Baxer. I think Mr. Angell struck at the very heart of the thir 


which is the planning and survey money, whi oncer nea oreat 
deal, because that 1s what was used on the floor | tf yvear, where vol 
have planning and survey money, although you have built up such 
backlog. That sone ot the DIG project we snould vet t the s 
committee. if Vou ¢ i! separate active ind inactive provect this con 
mittee ought to go to work mid ce oO} thing about I = ou 
job and not yours. Is that going to be a long-range program or will 
be some time soon ? I mean, can vou do ft] it anvt e SOO 

General Pick. What is that. sir? 

Mr. Baker. Separate the-sheep and the goats—the active and th 
inactive ? 

General Pick. I am in hopes, sir, we are going to work right along 


with the committee stafl and vet on with this 


Ir BAKER. You do not need any authority from the committee o1 
the Congress to do that. do vou? You do not need any further auth 
ority, do you? 

General Pick. We have a partial separation no our 6-year pre 


} 
1 


oram. We cai vel upa list. That will not take long. No, si 


Mr. BAKER. If this subcommittee had that hst which you as Chief 


ot Eneinee I's would ( lass as inactive, ther | thi lk this ubcommiuttes 
could go to work on that inactive list and really do something Yo 


fully eatch mv thought on that. do vou not ? 

General Pick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I think the thought that has been expressed is rathei 
valuable in that I happen to know of t1 previous authorizations 
which | know W 1] hnevel be built ly fac ft. one of these vuthorization 


Is now most undesirable to build. although al the time if appeared TX 
he a wise project. That mo ley Was spent 1 the survey and was well 
] 


spent, because before they ot through the found out that t 
was not desirable. 


his plar 


I believe that the professi: nal stafl here by workil oOo W th the eng 
neers can go through and pick out many of those projects that are 
ho longer desirable and car inake a maternal cut this number of 
authorized but not appropriated projects. Il think some of the heat 


on the engineers in this matter frankly is deliberate by some fuzzy 
thinkers who want to discredit the engineers because on the whol 
the engineers have been rather practical in thell approach to this 
Matter. Also, the objection has been made to the surveys and plan 
hing, or at least the surveys, and | believe that obje t10n 1S 1] founded 
lesirable. but when vou make 


Survev Vou fil ad out that tis not so des rable 


because many times a project seems ¢ 
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I realize there is foing to be continued criticism of the e1 cvineers 
because certain groups that are interested in socialistic schemes op- 
pose the engineers because the engineers oppose that philosophy. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the subcommittee can accomp!| sha 
great deal by voing over the authorizations with the engineers and 


recommen du l o cle authorization on projects ho longer desirable. In 
that way you may take off a couple of billion dollars. or more of 


authorizations. 
Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions ¢ 
General Pick. rit Chairman, may I make a statement in connection 


with Mr. Bray’s statement? I think that this is a very serious under 
taking and | ain pom i to see the committee so very mu hy nterested 
in it. I think that an attempt era be made to work this out as 

1 part of this hearing. It is a serious undertakine because if a list 
1S se orniges and publicized ties esse W ho opposed a project 
anywhere il] want it placed on that list. and in the future every 
project that has any opposition will want the list amended. I be 
lieve it needs a thorough voing-over., I think the committee should 
have the benefit of the facts in every case They shoul be thoroughly 


studied by the committee staff and evenhtui ally ‘a list presented to the 
committee which is recommended by the Chief of Engineers and has 
been thoroughly studied and is understood by the staff.of the com- 
mittee, so that when this list is presented to the committee for con- 
sideration it will be in such shape that each member of the committee 
can thoroughly analyze what is recommended. 


Mr. Davis. | think that is a good statement and that is what we 
have been trying to drive at around both sides. 
General Pick. I wanted to Say that. sir, because it is something 


new and it has a far-reaching effect. 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one more question. 

General Pick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Baker. General, when I was exploring with you a while ago 
the fact that over all these years there are pe rhaps flood-control 
projects recommended by the Corps of Engineers and then authorized 
which have become no longer flood-control projects, I had this in 
mind. ‘There are other agenc ies of the United States Government 
besides the Corps of Engineers working on flood control. For in 
stance, TV A has built dams all over the Tennessee River and you have 
flood-control projects on the Tennessee River. Is it possible some of 
those are in this list that all of this criticism is directed at ? 

General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. Bearp. Chattanooga. 

Mr. Baker. Chattanooga. That is the only one on the Tennessee 
River now, is it not ¢ 

General Pick. I think it is the only one on the Tennessee River. 

Mr. Baker. Let us go to Agriculture now. They claim they have 
controlled floods all over the country. Is there a possibility that there 
has been a duplication there in the past on authorizations? That is 
what I am talking about. 

General Pick. I do not know definitely now whether there has been 
any duplication, but I feel sure there is an overlapping. There is a 
tremendous overlapping in some reports that I have seen. 

Mr. Jones. There are not but 11 of those authorizations for agri- 
cultural works, and they were made in 1944. Is that not correct ? 





20) STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 


General Pick. Yes, sir 

Mr. JONES. so that there is no great problem n Con 
Icngimeers on those autho zed projects fallin Oo 
by the Department of Ag 


nection With 


the Corps of within 
the category of works to be performed 


culture. 


General Pick. I do not know of any of them 

Mr. BAKER. My understal ding was that it one of the purposes 
of this eubcommittee to go Into that very thing of poss ble duphea 
tion of effort. I think at the proper time we should approach that 
You are going to have to see whether there are certall flood-control 
projects or othel projects within youl puurvis il othe wWwenciles 
have undertaken or are seeking to undertake 

Creneral PICK. I think there have beer Some Very i cla ms made 
about flood co trol in various and sundry e] ! ic to how to 
obtain It. some of those plat sand programs that ive been gotten 
up indicate that programs of agriculture nuuild get cert flood-con 
trol jobs done Phat, in my opinion, would flict wi established 
programs which | ive been authorized by the Congress for the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Mr. Baker. That is an important p enbcommittee. 
as I see it. 

Mr. JONES. Vii Baker. you Wlil old t ib au t10 ( would ap 

t because we ave had one proposit Oh TO GISCUSs. [ am quite 


precl ite il 


sure 1f we go off into every one of the 


obtems that are nherent in) 


1 


the scope ol the study oft this comm tree We 1] vet too fat from the 
subject. If you can hold that until we dispose of these primary ques 
rioh now bel vy nresented to (reneral Pp r. othe Ve } ome back to 


it ata later date. 
Mr. BAKER. lt ceems to me that is a primary questiol 


Mr. JONES. | e quest on we are aw | oO oO} } 
tion of present projects now authorized 

Mr. Baker. I see. 

Mr. Mac K. Later We will go nto the tort ‘ maa y| 
eation of effort / 

Mr. JONES. If e are going to have t i eason WHY 
[Tam going toa membet ot the committee to Keep \ hi the questiol 
If we vet over into other fields thet [ am quite sure that we ll not 
have thoroug! 1\ presented the problen sana} re ¢ the relatio 
ship ot the work how being performed 

Let me ask ou one or two questio _ drenera \\ it percent ot 
the withol ed flood control ! ra rivel (| rool OTE - ive th 1¢ 
on \ hich no work ol aL plat ne has eve he mi { | / 

General Pick. I do not have the exact heures ! t it isabout on 
third or 900 projects where here has bet ( ( riction done ol 
them. il ra | do not kKnowV vhethe There = peel a min vol nV 
appreciable amount ot that or not. 

(The detailed inswer to this quest Ol iy re tabulat l 
requested next by the chairman. ) 

Mi Jones. I am going to a k vol i rojects and 
[I wish vol ould supply the data Tor the reco! Phe pr entage of 
authorized projects that have dnop P rk e percent 
age of authorized projects that have received pia oO one hut no 
construction money; thel hast | Ve ud plas 
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ning work, and are completed or now underw ty. That is three sep 
arate types of projects that I would lke to have supphed for the 
record, 

General Pick. You also want a list of projects that have neither had 
planning-— 
Mir. JONEs, I irst I want the projects that have been authorized but 


ave received ho plan ne money and have | ia ho vork qdone on 


I 


then 

General Pick. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Then 1 want the percentage of projects that have been 
authorized that have received planni g money, but have had no work 
done. Then I want the percentage of authorized projects that have 


been completed, or are presently under construction. That makes 
three classes of projects. 
General PreK. All right, sir. We will fur sh that. Mo ( rman 


(The informat mn requested s inserted o1 page tS 
Mr. Jones. Now, General Pick, as a committee we are concerned 
with what has taken place in the past, part cularly with reference to 
authorized projects that will never be put under construction. How 
Ing to el niinate planning on 


ever, We are equally concerned with cry 
projects which are authorized but which never come into being. In 
other words, we want to reduce as far as we possibly can in the future 
authorizing tremendous amounts of work that will never be under con 
struction. So we would like to have you comment now on what method 
we could use to eliminate a recurrence of authorizing projects that 


‘ 


never get any where. 


General Prex. I think that that will be reflected in the economic 
justification of the project. I think and I hope that during these hear 
Ines the committee will review carefully thie procedure i working out 
the economic justification of projects. I think that the committee 
should insist that a sound method if the on that is be hoe emploved 
now 1s not considered sound—that a sound method be arrived at for 
the economic justification for ] rojyects. Then I think the 


committee should set a deadline on projects presented to it by the 


determining 
Corps of Engineers and to insist that it has the minimum economic 
justification, to say the least, and the committee's actions be based in 
some important measure on whether or not the projer fis econom cally 
justified in the beginning. 

Mr. JONI §. (it neral Pick, we are coing to have to 7o to the floor in 
order to be there promptly at 12. We will continue to hear you to 
morrow if you can be available. 

General Pick. I will be available. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, General Pick. We realize that 
these problems are rather lengthy and we hope to go through them 
one at atime. If there is any question that occurs to any member, or 
fo vou, or to any member of your staff, that is neglected in our discus- 
sions. why, we will invite vou to call it to our attention 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, I want to make myself available to 
the committee any time the committee wants me, and I will come 
hack just as often as the committee wants me to come back. I will fur 
nish any information that is desired. T want to cooperate in every way 
that | possibly can. because I know of no respol sibility that I have 
now which is more important to me as Chief of Ey wineers than the 


worl wl 7 h is heh oO carried oO! by vour committee at th = time, 
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Mr. Jones. We appreciate that. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, you have not ruled on the request of 
General Pick that this report be printed. Is it in order for you to 
direct Mr. McGann to take a look at it and see if the report in full could 
be printed? There may be some pictures and so on, of course, that 
could be left out, but you have not ruled on that. 

Mr. Jones. Let us defer a ruling until we have an opportunity to 
examine the report. 

We will meet tomorrow at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 10 

m. the following day, Friday, March 28, 1952. 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 28, 1952 


CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works SPECIAL 
SUBCOMMITTEE TO Stupy Civin Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10: 10 
1. m., in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Robert E. Jones, 
Jr., presiding. 

Charles D. Curran, staff director. 

Mr. Jones. The committee will come to order. 

On yesterday when we concluded we had discussed for the morning 
the backlog of authorized projects. We will now proceed to discuss 
the items that were not touched on yesterday. 

Mr. Curran. 

Mr. Curran. General Pick, yesterday we discussed the backlog that 
is presently estimated at approximately $11.5 billion. There are now 
before the Public Works Committee for action about 78 reports that 
have an estimated cost of about S800 million. According to the re- 
ports submitted yesterday there are approximately 900 surveys out- 
standing. Any guess as to what will come out of that is merely a 
guess, but past records indicate that about 45 percent of the reports 
ire favorable, so that would mean it would not be unreasonable to 
expect there would be about 400 out of the 900 surveys that would 
recommend additional work. Again, trying to guess what they would 
‘ost is just reaching into the air, but looking at the $11.3 billion back 
log and the $800 million recommended figure it looks as though, for 
cuessing purposes an average cost of about $10 million a project is 
not unreasonable. That would mean that within the next 4 or 5 years, 
issuming you get the $22,500,000 that is estimated to be needed for 
savings, in additional recommendations something between $3.5 and 
S4 billion could be expected to come before the committee. That is 
another appreciable amount. That would be a recommendation at 
1 more rapid rate than the present appropriation rate is going. 

Getting back to the inactive projects, every one of those inactive 
projects was based on a recommendation of the Corps of Engineers 
that the project was economically sound and desirable. The question 
then is, should there not be a more critical review of the pending 
projects by the Corps of Engineers? What can be set up to lea 
to that? In other words, can we avoid getting projects authorize 
which in a relatively short time might be considered inactive anc 
then we are left with the problem of their being on the authorize: 
list and needing to be reappraised ¢ 


l 
| 
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STATEMENTS OF. LT. GEN. LEWIS A. PICK, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
BRIG. GEN. C. H. CHORPENING, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
FOR CIVIL WORKS; CARTER PAGE, DEPUTY CHIEF, PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION; AND E. W. WEBER, SPECIAI 
ASSISTANT TO THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL 
WORKS 


General Pick. Mr. Curran, right offhand the ought tha 


ea to. me is that the laree backion | hg 
ot work voived In th port \ } ( 
cA { ow n work has got te one f lL nited S ( 
We " o oO te Ol St e ¢ itural | 
ow tosk own meht off t 1 bye ‘ cd] 


W Crt l Obprerler iT ‘ ¢ th 
ol ol nv a } | e take , : ; 
ct | ithe 

\ ming t \ { { pol vy of ( oO} , ‘ floor 
control and at er and harbor pl ora ( Sstutes ISS] 
ing that it the policy of the Coner 1! perate tli 
structures which have already beet Pproy thre would seem te 
me il order to el mMinale the bad effect ofa targe ba kloo, \\ hich ap 
parently are of much concern to some people, I believe you have t« 
go to segregation and separate out t nactive proie iii ade 
already have to reduce the backlog: anda the Isé more oc cele 
tol of project r the development » the futiy | +f be dons 
I believe. by continu hy and probably o r 2 lith lacs ittent 
to the policy which the con mittee nor rc fo) thoriz y additiona 
surveys 

Mr. Curran. General. mav I interrupt there? think vou m 
understood the question to some extent. What 1 cing of is 
recommendat 0} that would he t¢ rtheon ne. not t pres t autho 
izations at all. It is the present survey progra looking a 
back records, cat e expected to come Wp wit ( 15 Me of t] 
report hay ne favorable recommendations. Yo 1 th have pr 
ented a n imbe1 of projects that w 1] a eeente ; dopted ] 
the Public Works Committee and whi ra , t tin fio 
hn oht well he eco dered 1? ctive 

lor instance, there wa t up in the exe vs 1s) | i] 
years ago a procedure whereby your provlect vere reviewe 
cautions to e] mihnate low pl ority project | refer to thie cedure 
set up in the Bureau of the Budget Neverthe ac JF 4 k the reco} 

1] how that evel those it] (| le Dre t ‘ | oot sit t the eco) 


mendations of the Corps of Enginee and did not affect the adoptior 


of the project. What I am thinking of can o ( tamore criti 
review be made by the Corps of Engineers »1 il they ar ot recom 
men ng any of these marginal project 1a Tew veal later are 
considered inactive and which should be segregated 

General Pick. A lot of these outstanding surve "¢ rvey hie] 
I doubt would rease the number of project some of them are 1 
view reports which will merely modtt pro orizecdt te 
bring th : ' 


STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS Zo 


cERS: On the question of submitting favorable or unfavorable reports, if 
EERS the Corps of Engineers adopted a policy of exerting more rigid re 
NING quirements to determine economic benefits you could expect a reduc 


. tion in the number of favorable reports, Phe Corps of Engineer 
CIAL criteria for determining the economic benefits now, I think, are mor 
YSIVIL rigid than those generally applied by other agencies which rendet 
reports and receive authorizations for the work involved from the 
Congress. If the project does not have a favorable economic ratio, the 
that miiriduian oft unity, then we cannot make t favorable report, if you 
nount were to raise that requirement 114 to 1, let us say, you could cut dow! 
madi the number of favorable reports. 
tes if Mir. DONDERO. Mir. Chairman, bhhet\ I inquire at that point whethe 
as lo or not the mnecrease in cost of it project throws out of balance the ratio 
oO not of costs to benetits / 
* Sul CGreneral Pr K. In some instances, ves, s I l) most of these surveys 
| ancl you find that there is a shdine scale that you have to employ kon 
ethe nstance, if you are protecting farm lands with a flood-control project 
inde like the levees along the Mississipp! River, you have to take neato cor 


syle ration the hnerease 1 value of the CrOps be ause of the iagcrease ! 


Hoo - demanad for farm products, 1! determining the benefits from the pro 
SSUDP i- tection provided. So | would sayvias a veneral rule although the price 
e the of construction goes up, there is also an increase in the benefits to be 
‘m to derived from such works. In other words, the economic ratio has 
hi ap remained fairly constant because the same basic factors have caused 
ve to nereases in both costs and benefits. 
t you Mr. McGregor. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question / 

selec Mr. Jones. Do vou vield 4 

done. Mr. DoNnbDERO. Yes. 

ntio} Mr. McGrecor. I am not a member ot the subcommittee, 1 1 
ional comes Into my mind 

Mr. Jones. Let me say this, Mr. MeGregor. All members of 

mis committee are invited to participate. 

is the Mr. McGrecor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that 
thor Before you start to make a survey, General, is it not true im most 
ne al nstances you are requested by the local community or possibly t] 
rf the Congressmen trom that respective area to make a survey to see w el hel 
> pre or hot you could not build the project In that area / 

«| by General Pi K. Not anv more, sir, CO any extent, There i consid 
ward erable amount of talk with our local people For instance, somebody 


will want an area protected with a levee. Somebody will come i 


ut 10 advocating building a dam on a stream. There is some discussion 

with carried on with the local people before it ever gets to the attention 

eure of a member ot the congressional delewation fron) the district or the 

ecord state. 

CON) Mr. MceGrecor. I think that is true. but what I was trving to bring 

ption out is that possil ly if there was a law making if mandatory that the 

itical local community participate in the cost we might not have so many 

com requests for proj cts, : 

rare General Pick. That istrue. I think it is very easy to stop it. sir. If 
vou Wanted to stop conservation programs nthe Ur ted States it 

vhich would be Very easy to stop. 

re re Mr. McGreoor. i do not know that there are any of us, G neral, 

ecl to who want to stop the program of conservation or flood control. or 


other things that are under this Jurisdiction of not only your 
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partment, but other departments: but some of us feel that maybe 
we should delay or have another look, so to speak, at some of the 
projects. 

General Pick. I think, or I believe, sir, that that is exactly one of 
the purposes of the committee’s deliberations, that is, to try to figure 
out some way or another of determining a sound policy along that 
line. 

Mr. Jones. General Pick, when you go into a community to ex 
amine a proposed project, you do not at the same time reexamine the 
directives in the laws on Federal responsibility and reappraise it for 
any given community, do you / 

General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. JONES. What you do is to carry out the mandates which are 
entrusted to you by law and the intent of Congress in executing this 
type of project i 

General Pick. Yes, sir. We stay within the limits of our authority. 

Mr. JONES. So you do not have the latitude of fOoIng into those 
factors*vhen you take up a project / 

General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonrs. The Federal responsibility has been expressed long ago 
and you would not be permitted to take it up and reexamine it. 

General Pick. No, sir. We try to prevent being pictured in that 
heht of either setting policies or changing policies which have been 
established either through law or through the expression of commit 
tees in reports. 

Mr. Donprero. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. Donprero. General, where do these projects originate? Do 
they not originate from requests of Members of Congress usually ? 

General Pick. The request for projects comes from the local people, 
that is, the people who are concerned. They, in turn, are taken up 
either first with the leaders of the community, or with the political 
leaders of the political subdivision of the county, or the State, o1 
with their Member of Congress from the district involved. Now. 
then, after discussing this among themselves, maybe they will have 
meetings to which they will invite members of the Corps of Engineers 
from our local offices to attend. Then they may have delegations 
to go to see our people to ask what the possibilities are. But it comes 
from the people, and it may result in a request upon their Congress 
man or Senator concerned for a resolution to have a premliminary 
investigation, a survey, or a review report on some particular feature. 
It does not originate with the Corps of Engineers or any other govern 
mental agency that I know of. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, talking about the survey cost and local 
participation, if local governmental units or local groups participated 
in the cost of the survey would there not be an increasing pressure 
and feeling on the part of those units that the survey should be favor 
able. since they had paid for it / 

General Pick. I think so, sir, but I doubt very seriously 
whether the— 

Mr. Smiru. The pressure would be upon the engineers, of course, 
but it would also be upon the (‘ongressmen from that district TOO, 
would it not ? 





iaybe 
f the 


ne of 
igure 
that 


O ex- 
e the 
t for 


1 are 
+ this 


rity. 
those 


y ago 
that 
been 

imit- 


Do 
yé 
ople. 
n up 
tical 
P, Or 
Now. 
have 
veers 
hions 
ymes 
ress- 
nary 
ture. 
‘ern- 


local 
ated 
sure 
vor- 


usly 


Irse, 
Too, 





STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 27 


General Pick. The question of local interests participating in the 
cost of surveys in my opinion would be adopting a policy to help 
those who are capable of helping themselves, more than it would be 
one for the benefit of the public at large. 

Mr. Smiru. Would it be rather hard to find those responsible for 
local costs in many types of projects ¢ 

General Pick. Yes, sir. It would be. 

Mr. Mack. General, how much money is spent a year on those 
surveys ¢ 

General Pick. We have not been getting very much lately, but 
somewhere between two and one-half to three, or three and one-half 
million dollars a ‘year. 

Mr. Mack. Then if we required the local community to put up, let 
us say, 10 percent, the amount of savings to the Government would 
he S200.000 or S250.000. 

General Pick. That is right. sir. Also I do not believe that that 
would be of too great importance. 

Mr. Jones. It would be rather impractical, would it not, General ? 

General Pick. It would be very impractical. You take a large 
basin like the Mississippi, or the Missouri, or the Columbia, or the 
central basin of California. If that much money had been put into 
the program by the local imterests and an unfavorable report was 
written, there would be many demands immediately for a review. I 
do not know exactly how that would work, but I doubt whether it 
would work out satisfactorily. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Angell. 

Mr. AnGeti. General Pick, this committee, as you know, is 
particularly interested in the reason why there is such a large backlog 
of projects that have been approved on which nothing has been done 
or is being contemplated. What change in policy or law may be 
made to avoid that sort of thing? Is it not true, General, that the 
reason they are not going ahead with these projects is because the 
Congress has not appropriated money for them? That is the primary 
reason, is it not ? 

General Pick. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. So it comes back to the Congress. The Congress 
having acted on these projects and approved them, and the Corps of 
Engineers having found that they are feasible and economically 
sound, then the Congress takes a second look and refuses to appropriate 
money for them. Therefore it comes right back to the doorstep of 
Congress, does it not ¢ 

General Pick. Well, yes, sir. We have to get the money from the 
Congress before we can start work on them. 

Mr. Ancett. Then the change in procedure must be with the Con- 
vress as to what ch: ange in po lie Ay it is going to make in order to avoid 
ipprov ing projects and then later refusing to appropriate money for 
them. 

General Pick. That is correct. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AncetL. What would you say, General, is the reason why these 
projects do not appeal to the Congress and to the public now, when 
they have been approved previously, and why are they now on this 


ty acklog ? 
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ick. Well, sir, 1 do not knov f lam qualified to sp uk 


that or not, but I think one of the reasons because of our gen 
financial picture of the Government. I mean. t e large appropriatl 
that are being required for defense purposes and the large debt. | 
imagine those t ings have an IM portant b ring o t 

Mr. Anceui. Could you pick out per fically one or more of the 
large projects that are now dormant and have been for a long 1 
anal Wiiich vill probably nevel he « te ad torware ( t | if yen L\ . 
just what the facts are with respect to it / 

General Pick. We were talking a . flood-control project y 
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and the Interior Department, Which gave appro al to an over-all p in 


which would take 10 or 15 or ZO years to develop. 


— 
a 
j 


nated plan recognizing the ditfere) t interests of agri ilture, recial 


tion, river and harbor, flood control, and hydroelectric power and 


recoenizing all ot those essential ACLIVITIes and the adopt on of } 
ovel all plan and the approval oT specihe projects mm that p y t 
was not contemplated, was it General. t t those provlect ould be 


! ee ’ ) , ' 
Dulit in the next 2 or 56 years or perhaps LU oT » veal 


However, It is not true that a considerable ] mb ror these p 
in the backlog are projects of that type / 
Ge! eral Pr K, Yes. sir: and that Is one « ittnet a Wwhic! ‘ e 


concerned with most now because we ire hel Fr CO! fronte 
heures for authorized work, O1VInNe the impression that that ] the 
iob to be done this vear. Now, we ha et! ed, and thi COMMLILT eS 


tried, to figure out a longer-range program We have at the request 
of the commitee, that is, the Appropriatio = Committee, fieured out a 
6-year program. Perhaps there is something in that thought Lf 
you are going to authorize programs tor large rive basins il iV 
opinion it should be programmed or flattened out and made in il 
long-time program, taking on only those projects which are more 
vital and which will return the oreatest benefits first 

If | believed that today a 2o-veal program could be estab! shed for 

; m 


the United States. you could flatter out this back og and show that 
you would have a long-range program rather than a 
Wise prograin, which olives the appearance that Cor 
something about if this vear. You W 1] not ou ld al] ot the projects 
in the Missour: Basin in the next 20 years. Certainly you will not 
ret all of them completed yh Uive Columb i B Sil ! the next 2 years, 


I think that is true for other rive r basins 


We havea flood-control project in the lower Miussis ppi Valley that 
has been established as a long-range program propo tion. Co ores 
has been for a number of years now approp? ating a sum of money 
which is about uniform to carry on this lor e-range program It 
been 24 years since Congress a lopted a wholly Federal flood-contro 
project in the lower Mississippi. Work is going on there now und 
a long range program. | believe that it would be poss ble to work 
out a long-range program for our water conservation and river and 
harbo work ana place this o1 | long range progra ih. except ae) 
projects which for one reason or another, which could definitely be 
determined by the proper officials. were proj ts th it should be tak 
up first. ] belie e it is possible to work out & proceckure vhereby the 


normal project that is authorized could be fitted into a program, 

Mr. ANG! LL. Genera] Pick, where a oord nated over-all lo ig-range 
program is decided upon for river basins and projects in that ] 
have had the appoval of the Congress, then it is the Army engineers 
who make the recommendation us to whi h one ot those pro] Cts 1s 


most essential to be constructed in any given vear where the appro 


priations are limited il dl the amount of mone \ ava lable Is nots {hi 
clent to cover all of them. They are tl Ones who. lke the 1 i 
mendations, are they not. tothe Bureau of the B dget. that the pr 

should be taken up o1 as to which ones hould b take up amone tiose 


which ure approved ¢ 
General Pick Yes, sir. I think the (rn engineers could - t 
In such a program. 
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General Pick. That budget is submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget. The Bureau of the Budget goes over each ar d every one oT 
those projects thoroughly W ith our staff. ‘I hey May even send peopl 


out into the field to look over the projects, Sometimes they disagres 


with us. Sometimes they say that they do not. go along with us o 
taking up a particular proyect at this time. 

Mir. ANGELL. Sometimes they put ina dash of pol 

General Pick. Sir? 

Mr. ANGELL. Sometimes they give it a dash of polit Loo, « ; 
not, i determining what project- should ¢o along / 


General Pick. I do not know. sir. If they do I do not see 
i] , 


Mr. Mack. After the Bureau of the Budget has the list of pro 


and submits that to t President en that becomes t Pr ( 
budget / 

General Pick. After we have gone ove. ind the Budget Bure 
finally agrees with us, then that submitted to the President 


becomes his budget. 
Mr. \I LC K Phe 1! ! elected st of budeeted prowvecs Woes Oo thie 
and see how ne onev the Hl appropriate / 


General Pick. Yes, sir 
Mr. Mack. The Preside: of the United States is not only the 


President of the United States. but he is also the Commander in Chief 
of the Armed lorces. Are VO obligated is an officer 1! the \rmed 
Forces, the President being vour Commande Clhnef, to defend the 
budget as it has bee Dbiitted by ie Bureau of the B ivet ‘ 


General Pick. Yes, sip 
Mr. Mack. Tf some additional project not in the list were suggested 


hy a C ongressn ilk. mad the On ttee asked Vo questions, (| vou ol 
tie representatives of the Arn V engineers VO qi oive T ihe truth l 


ral . 

Congress and menbe Oot thre om ee 4 out " ft) , ‘ 

is to \ ether we rece Prpaodie Tie! l Ol ett 
we recommended as 1 ( is Wa hehices the b vet ol \"\ 
festily to the Tacts th the case Phere restrictiol ) lis 1 
evel e must and aos pprort Line Presic s budget 

Mr. Mack. The President’s budget becomes the policy of 
hill tratio l if Lpopoe > in ! Owe { ‘ 1 R 


ol Democratic. 

General Prox. That is right 

Mr. Mack. And the committee tends to follow t] 
recommendations, 

Mr. Angell and I have been much interested in ¢ 
projects because a flood there in 1948 did S104,000.000 of d 


Chis whole qaunger can be overcome accordine to 


Army engineers by an expenditure of S28.000.000 in Oreeon a 
Wash hnytol 

Mr. Angell and I did not make anv requests for funds last ‘ 
because the President sa qd there would he ho new provects | 
vear, however, he. the President. did ncitide a number ot pi ects 
in the Missouri Valley. The Missouri situation was goine to be 
take ( ire of. Therefor Ve thought thre (‘ol * 
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a lot of money to drag a job out for 6 or 7 years that ought to be built 
in 3 or 4 vears: we should consider the idea of working out a long- 
range program for water conser ition ana development so that the 
Congress would be alive at all times to the program which it had 
obligated itself to put into effect. 
Mr. Donprro. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Jones. Mr. Dondero. 
Mr. Donprro. General, in respect to the question that has been 
ked you by Mr. Mack, when a project is not on the list that the 
Daur 1 of the BDiucdeet publishes, anv etlort o1 he part of a Member 
of Congress to have another one added to that list has ar 1 
travel in order to have it ineluded, regardiess of its mel 
General Pick. Yes 
Mr. DoNDI RO. | have one question. The thine that IS Shocker 
and maybe that is too trong a word, but I mean the committee 
il ayvbe t i@ Co} ps of Engineers is the difference between the esti 
mated cost of surveys and the cost of construction. [ want to give you 
an exXal ple. Take the Me Nary Dam on the Oregon River. ‘This has 


nothing to do with its merits at all, but the survey estimate on that 
wis something like 849,000,000, When monev was asked for the plan- 


ning it hac gone to S1L50,000.000 When money Was asked for its 
construction it had reached S2Z70,000,000 and the estimate for next 


vear is SZ81,000,000, or six times the amount of that original estimate 
n the survey. That is the thing that disturbs this committee. l am 
sire it must disturb vou and Iam certain that it disturbs t le peopie ol 


tT} 


the country. 

(an we not adopt some policy where we can by ing that VW idle range of 
difference between the survey and the actual construc tion nearer to- 
gether / 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, I think that would be a good project 


thout the records 


to analy ze tor the committee. I cannot do it now w 
but I think that it can be shown without a doubt that you have today 
an entirely different project than what it was when it was first su 
veyed. I think you will find there that the survey—which was one 
of the old oHUS Sul vey 8. where the Congress asked the Corps of Engi 
neers to survey the United States in just a very short while, known as 
the 30S studies I think vou will find that those studies were used 
to get projects authorized as a result of the new Federal policy 
adopted in 1936 with respect to making ita Federal obligation for 
providing flood contro] in the various and sundry river basins of the 
United States. 

Now, that survey was nothing much more than a paper study. It 
in no way resembles the survey that we make now. We have found 
out that we have to determine. and we are putting much more effort in 
the survey to determine. what is to be built and how mucl it is going 
to cost. You will find out there when that was made up it was not 
contemplated that as much power would be developed there as is being 
developed. You will find, I am sure, that nothing like the amount 
of money that was hecessary Was included for the tak ng care ol the 
salmon industry. 

In other words, sir. the project as itis being developed now 1s a most 
modern project to take care of the advantages and the potentialities of 
the site. They are all being included now and they have been added 
on since that old original survey. 
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Since I have been Chief of Engineers I have insisted on changes 
the method of making reports. I have required much more engineet 
ing to go into the survey reports. I require our Engineering Divisi 
1m my Othice to review the reports to determine not only the Cost, but 


to determine whether or not any of the potentialities ot the particular 


} 1 } " : 
stream are belng eliminated, or are not being considered, 
Koy instance, When vou goto builda leat fhe power people w || ‘Ol 
long “al a sav. Well. rnise it upa tit e higher and tu can gel some 


more power. Then they make some more studies and they sa 


“Raise it up a little higher. We have found ( enn vet some more 


power.” The marketi vy agency, thre iy i * er { omm S1On 
responsible for that. of course. They are eSDpoO eto see that al 
qaaln we adesig provides ror the develope t ¢ the DaNINUI anou 

I paowe { ! ( e\ lv TK | 
harved bv the C' rres vil { es} 
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i d vet authority to ¢ ioe lp ( ) eTore ve 
expend mo llions ¢ 1 ado lars } 

General Prex. I think so, and J ive ed th our people. 


We think that the getting under way of t} Hood-control program and 


this power developing program is relatively new. We have made lots 
ot ehar (re since the provraht Was farted Wi 1\ hace lots of 
hahnves ih criteria al al procedures | DeleVeE { vett Yy on amuch 
miore rund basis than it wa i vyears ago 


now estimated. iT \ ill take to complete ! \ adoive S fl mae 


Prarie t 1 if | | 1 ive ere @ Tee 1) il 
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anges in ~— . : 

S In this report the Chiet of Engineers recommended a general plan of improve 
neineer ment to be accepted by Congress as a general guide “for future velopment of the 
Division waterway in the interest of navigation, irrigation, and the developme: f 
‘ost. but hydroelectric power, and that the Congress authorize from time to time 

! ort hn of the man as it Wishe sto nitiate, revised i i\ t I ' wt il ‘ 
roicular , , 
to meet Changing conditions Phe general plan « proveriel nel ude é 
McNary project (then designated as | rhiit 1); ed v” 
ill come S49. 470,000, based on 1987 price levels Che proje \ ool eleva of 
ret. some 310.5 feet above sea le pre cles ! S iW) 
i sing | navigatiol ’ “uy Te t a std Tee i y 
i@V Say, ; 
He Tore Sibseqd ule to SS LOT ‘ ti s em ( ti ore 1 ‘ ( | I cy ‘ 
SSIOn. IS tinued ss dies f the Columbia Rive le t 
hat any River at Harbor Act of 1935 which authorized e Chief lonigines Oo sup 
( ( 1} YON SUPrVve ~ at ‘ ) ‘ } ! p ‘ 
chro | : ‘ l } p t 
I These studies were } de during the w } 1%) 1t44 
eV are g conditio \ h prompted these s dies = \ ( ! x I 
d industi ri ding ‘ Wit ! ( \ 
onvress ‘ t wl imposed reusing ce nds for ele ‘ 2 eg ( 
CN {f ti l 4 ) thes stu ad] CXS" ‘ ; ( 
re ve ‘ By 1944 tl ‘ ¢ | 
ld be determined that highe mia e | Mics \ 
id roomeeroyey e Te SI ‘ tril Wwe (| ni e® prod ‘ f ira. 
people. y vy needed hydroelectric powel 
am and Karly Io4t4 Congress prepared roposer el | ! rs aurtl y i 
bill which contained a numb aL pore . rin l Vy ie construct nil ‘ vost 
ude lots ‘ :; —o- : 
. war period This bill was tina ‘ ed into vas © Ltive ! Harl \ 
ots of if March 2, 1945, and it included ther tion of the MeNarv ID S proposed 
u much in House Document No, 704, Seventy-fifth Congress, During process ‘ ngs 
on this bill, however, information was furnished by he ¢ is of hugineers 
regurding the vrente potel s of ) ( ( Thi 
» cl ! d oOneressitona erTrest l 1 ste t it ( 
Trt ve) } 
ittee if howe dei f e VP fic Northwe nil “ io 1o44 
O SHOW lresic vrote e chairman of the Com tee q dil 
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elevation of 340 feet above sea el rl report presente est ited « 
of $87,226,000 for the higher project with a rger power installation of 690.005 
kilowatts and ger I itlo lock 56 feet iM f t ihe estimate was 
based on 1940 price levels which were used by the Corps of Engineers in its 
reports during the war because 1940 represented a period of fairly stable price 
and ther s msiderable eertainty I Ect ts whether cor 
struction p would rise or fall duri he ¢ ry r l his was 
prelim il report completed primarily rm roper pool ele ( 
a heig of dam. 

] vir of the « t ‘ i rest ir eal this roject t 
Chief of neers included in his reque bmitted thie ureau of the 
Budget in the summer of 1945 for funds fo : ear 1947 (July 1946—June 1947 
j uSsive) I} init request vas for !f s for det ed | ning and fo 

~ tio In th hort ft e betwee! uthorization in Mare} 

t] budget request in the‘sur ‘ f {) ey S t time under 

( Lol bere ph ‘ ( | eT I f S ad 

ent the Corps of Engineers ust the best « mate available, $87 
supp of its request for ini g onstruction funds 

| hould be borne in mind that this es te was st bas on 140 pri 
levels na ft { he Corps of E: neers | I ut re Occasions pointed ou 
to the Bureau of the Budget and to both appropriati d thorization com 
mittees of Congress that t was usil il rewi basis for ts estimates, becauss 
of uncertail tv as to what trend post ar prices woul take This was st 
specifically by representatives of the corps in hearings January 1946 on the 
War Department civil functions approp ion bill for fiscal year 1947 

As a result of this request for funds for the MeNary project the Bureau of the 
Rudget ipproved S600,000 of pronning fune I S? OOO .OO0 to initiate construe 
tion for the fiscal year 1947; and Congress appropriated those amounts. Detailed 
planning was begun immediately and co ruct wa nitiated in May 1947 

IEFINITE PROJ 

As soon as detailed planning funds became available the Corps of Engineers 
proceeded with its definite project studies and they were completed by Octobe 
1946 These presented a number of stage tor development of power ineludi 
the 10-unit 690,000-kilowatt installation set forth previou in the report made 
to determine the best pool elevation and an ultimate 14-unit 966.(00-kilowatt 

development Che estimated cost made for e larger proje ind ultimate power 
installation was $133,376,000. This estimate had been initiated on the basis of 
1940 price levels and was completed on tl 

In the summer of 1946 it w: ecessary to pre] e budg 
fiscal year 1948 to obtain funds for continuing 
The definite project studies and report were not compl it th 
effort to present to the budget and to Congress the best cost information available 
the corps supported its second budget request with an estimate of $130,735,000 
which was for the McNary project with an initial pows nstallation of 4 units 
and 276,000 kilowatts This estimate was the 1940 base estimate for that 


installation adjusted upward to 1946 levels 
ti e was also used in testimony early in 1947 before Appropriat 
Committees of Congress in support of the a lest isca 
1948 ; although since the completed definite project report was available, the f 
development of 14 units was discussed and its cost was also presented 





REVIEW 8 REPORT FOR COLUMBIA RIVER 
In response to congressional resolutions of 1948 the Corps of Engineers made a 
comprehensive review of its 30S report for the Coh bia River Basin and this 
work was completed in 1949 During this review e definite project estimate 
of $133,376,000 (based on 1940 price levels was revised in September 1947 
This was accomplished by accounting for the rise in construction costs between 


1940 and 1947—a rise of about 65 percent—and by including the increased costs 

mo ‘ ition 
on the river and increases such as those required for fish-passing facilities con 
sidered necessary by the Fish and Wildlife Services nd the Oregon and Wash 





necessitated bv a larger lock 86 feet by 675 feet needed by modern navis 


ington State fish department The resulting ¢ nate for 14-unit 966,000-kilo 
watt project w $227,028,000 based on 1947 
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This project and estimate of cost was included in the 308 review report which 
was transmitted to Congress in February 1950. This report, and the compre 
hensive plan of improvement contained therein was considered in 1950 by the 
Public Works Committees of both Houses of Congress: and resulted in the 
authorization of additional improvements in the Columbia River Basin in the 
Flood Control Act of 1950. 

This estimate of $227,028,000 was also used by the Corps of Engineers before 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Appropriation Committees of Congress in 
the fall of 1947 and spring of 1948 in testimony at hearings in support of appro- 
priations for McNary project for the fiscal year 1949. 


SUBSEQUENT ESTIMATES 


The same estimate of $227,028,000 was utilized in 1948 and in 1949 before 
e Budget and Appropriation Committees, as the current estimated cost, in sup 
port of appropriation requests for fiscal years 1950 and 1951, respectively. The 
orps purposely did not prepare a revised estimate of cost in OCHUSE | 
(a) While construction of the project was getting under way it was too early 


] 
those years | 


to prepare an estimate that would reflect construction experience which would 
either increase or decrease costs 

(b) Discussions of requirements for fish-passing facilities were still under way 
with Federal and local authorities concerned in this matter 


and under the law 


authorizing the project it was necessary for the corps to give full consideration 
to their requirements. The full impact of these on project costs was n 
available. 
(ic) There were indications at the time that there might be ;: eveiing olf 
of the previously upward trend in nstruction costs. While this did not ma- 


terialize it was a considerble factor at the time which weighed against a change 
in estimates 


In 1050 it appeared that the upward trend in construction costs would ol 
tinue; some difficult construction problems such as the unprecedented size and 


design of turbines had become more evident: and the corps decided to complete 
revise the M Nary estimate This was done and resulted in n estimated cost 
of S270.000,000 This revision from S227.028,000 to S2Z70.000.000 took into ¢ 


sideration the rise in construction costs between 1947 and 1950, as well as 
” difications which construction experience to date had shown to be necessary 
rhe estimate of $270.000,000 was used in support of appropriation requests for 
fiscal vear 1952. 


CURRENT ESTIMATI 


In 1951 the estimate was brought up to date by providing for the rise in con- 
ruction costs which had taken place during the intervening year and by 
ncluding certain changes such as the greater costs that had been found necessary 


o accomplish the difficult task of passing fish runs by means of temporary 
acilities during the construction period. This current (1951) estimate amounted 

. ¢ er ~ a een] 
0 $281,650,000 and has been used in support of appropriation requests for f al 
ear 1953 


SUMMARY 


> epee 7 Pe ~~ 4 . 3 al >. 
Che reasons for the entire cost increase of $252,180,000 from the original $49 


70,000 (1937) estimates to the current S$2S81,.650,000 (1951) estimate may be 
summarized as follows: 
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that by far the greater part, 


say about 60 percent or 


more of the cost increase, stems from early estimates, that is, 308 esti 


mates, and those prepared not later than 1939. 
is no conflict between those two statements. 
different kinds of analyses. 


In other words, there 


We are talking about two 


Mr. Mack. In what year was the 308 report issued ? 
Mr. Pace. They were made in the decade after 1927; between 1927 


and 1937. 
Mr. Mack. 1927 to 


Mr. Pace. Yes, sir: most of them 
the latter part of the thirties. 

General Pick. Most of them. or 1 
think, in 1936 and 1937. 

Mr. SMITH. They were designed to hi 


things like that. 


General Pick. That 
erally during the depressior 
would permit the und 
unemployment problems. 
authorizations in the L956 Flood Contr 
authorized by Congress and made to obtair 
the water problems and potentialities of our ri 

Mr. ANGELL. But that included, however, a 
all program for the development of ter | 


Genera! Pr K. Yes. 


Mr. Aneeti. And natur: 
and harbor development and irrigation 
General Pick. Yes, sir: that was the basi 
Mr. Ancei. They were not indi 
but a completed scheme or plan for the whol 


General Pick. Yes, 


Mr. Mack. | am concerned 


rapid rise in the estimates during 
is Craig Harbor in Alaska, which 
cost S80.000 and is now estimated 
inerense in estimated cost : 

Here is Elephant Cove, also in Alask 


estimates in 1945 were 


increase. 


The same ratio of 11 
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the advance planning board. 
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Mr. Mack. These projects are only names tome. I do not have any 
details on them. 

General Pick. That is right. They are reports and, of course, if 
can be determined definitely, but they are reports that I am pretty 
sure were based upon prices in the latter part of the thirties, ot 
1940 or 1941. By 1945 the war was still on and we had no oppor 
unity and we had no people working on it to revise the cost. But 11 
stated inthe report w hat the prices were based upon. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions‘ Mr. Mack? Mr. 
Angell ¢ 

Mr. Curran. General, the revised cost that we have before us pre- 
pared by your stafl shows a total of $11.5 billion. That is made up 
of two components. One is a program o1 inally estimated to cost 
$2.9 billion and which is now up to S6.1 b on. Phat is about $3.2 
billion on the present backlog. 

The second component is the authorized work not vel started which 
was originally estimated at 4.1 billion and now at $8 billion. I wonde 
how are the revised estimates made’ How have they been made ? 
Are they obtained by an application of an index of some sort’ Do 


Oo 
1] 
I 


2 ] 
these revised costs involv jUst price « aunves ¢ 


General Pick. In some Cases tlie ost index has been employed. In 
others detailed estimates have been made. 

Mr. CURRAN. On the cost index, does the Corps ot Kngu eers have 
one of its own, or which part icular index does it use ¢ 

General Pick, We generally use the Engineering News Record In- 
dex. We maintain our own on certain features of work, such as co 
crete, earth works. excavation, earth dams, levee work. On rivers 
and harbors work we keep very careful records of the cost of dredging 
bec ause that is hot covered any where e] e, and we just have to do th il 
We keep very 2ood records on the cost of labor at the Various and 
sundry iobs, and we use that prevailing labor rate In an are 

Mir. Curran. | was wondering, are those indexes that you have dé 
veloped included in this report which you submitted yesterday 

General Pick. I do not think so. 

Mr. Pace. They are not. 

Mr. Ct RRAN. I wonde) if we could have some of those to see how they 
compare with the others? What I have in mind is that the Engineer 
ing News Record Index, which is commonly used, is a fine item fo 
an index showing changing trends, but it is made up of a certain 
amount of labor and a certain amount of cement and a certain amount 
of steel and a certain amount of lumber. That would certainly not be 
applicable to a river and harbor improvement particularly. It is 
merely an index to compare what is happening at one time with 
another. and to use it on specific projects would make these estimates 
something that is still subjec t to revision. 

General Pick. You have to keep in mind that the United State 
isa large country, and if vou go to making up a cost index you have to 
know whether vou are going to use it in the Southwest, or South, ¢] 
Nx rth or Northeast. the Middl west, or West. or where. They a tler. 

Mr. Curran. Yes: but what I am driving at is this 

Crenera| Pick. In other words, we do not maintain costs for the 
Southwest that we can use in the New England States. Wetry to! eep 
that cost data alive. On military construction we have California 
iIndexe of costs. We have the Rocky Mountain aurea: we have the 
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In that group of projects more changes might be expected. We havi 
not always used just the Engineering News Record general index 
When we bring these estimates up to date we use our experience wit! 
dredging; for example, our experience with earth dams, or concret 
dams, as well as check by the general over-all index. 

Mr. Curran. General, that is the information | was seeking. ‘Th 
answers the quest ion completely. 

In your cost experience, how does that experience of the Corps oO 
Engineers in regard to these rising COsts compare with any othe) 
Federal agencies doing a comparable type of work ¢ 

General Pick. The Government agency most comparable to thi 
Corps of Engineers’ work 1S the Bure tu of Rec] imation. Estimate 
for projects for their fiscal year 1952 program s} 
of 175 percent, over original estimates, and ours, that is, the Corps 0 
Engineers’, was 124 percent. That information was obtaimed fron 
Department of the Interior hearings before the Appropriations Com 


owed a total cost rise 


mittee of the House 1 February 195 

Mir. Curran. As I reeall it. getting back to vour figure here, abou 
1D percent of your cost changes were due to 1 ses In prices and modi 
ficat Ons whi h were sel by law. You have not had any comparable 
figure on the 175 percent 4 

General Pick. No; I do not have any comparable figures from the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jones. General, the Department of the Interior's authorization 
langauge is a little bit more comprehensive than the language usually 
employed in the authorization of Corps of Engineers’ projects, is 11 
not ¢ 

Genera] Pr K. The ( orps of En 
sIr. l much more specific. 

Mr. Jones. Most of their authorizations are compared with a type 


rineers’ aut] Ol ition | would say 


of authorization that has been olve } the Corps of EK noineers unde 
the Ohio River authorization. Is that right 
General Pi K. The Ohio River a ithor Z£aAT1IOn Was ery cre] eral. lt 
allowed the ¢ hief ot Engineers and the Secretary of War to select 
certain projects for construction, as | remember it. Other authoriza 
tions have been more spe ific. 
Mr. J INES, General. | do not want to get aw: 


iv from the costs. but 
I do not want to impose on you forever and a d: 


iV, and one very im- 
portant aspect that needs to be dis ussed within the time that we have 
remaining is that of planning. At the present time on projects that 
have been authorized under flood control and river and harbor acts the 


Corps of Engineers has expended some $40 million in planning. A 
great number of these projects will never have work commenced on 


them. We have some projects where we have spent more money on 
planning than they were estimated to have cost. I wonder if there 
is not some way in which we can eliminate that so-called planning 
stage’? Not the planning function, but whereby we can put planning 
and construction in the same harness. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, when was that $40 million spent ? 

Mr. Curran. I think it was all since December 1945. That was the 
first appropriation. 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, it is true that we have spent $38,700,- 
O00 on planning for a total amount of work of $5.144.300.000. 

Mr. Mack. What was that figure ? 


We have 
ral index. 
lence with 
r concrete 


ne. That 


Corps of 


any other 


le to the 
Estimates 
| cost rise 
Corps of 
ned from 
ons Com 


ere, about 
nnd modi 
mparable 


from the 


orization 
re usually 
ects, Is it 


ould say, 


th a type 
‘rs under 


eral. It 
to select 
uthoriza- 


-osts, but 
very im- 
we have 

ects that 

r acts the 

ning. A 
enced on 
loney on 
if there 

planning 

planning 


it ? 
t was the 


$38.700,- 





STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 45 


General Pick. $5 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, that is less than 1 percent. 

Mr. Jones. But it still represents a loss if construction is never 
started. 

General Pick. I cannot answer that correctly, but I expect that of 
that $5 billion, that the bulk of that money has been spent on projects 
that will be built. 

Mr. Jones. You have projects in here which are authorized, Gen- 
eral, like the Chattanooga-Rossville project that you were describing, 
where you spent $151,000 on the planning. 

General Prox. I think you will find if you want to start to build it 
tomorrow and if you wanted to build it like it was planned, it would 
have been designed. 

Mr. JONEs. Why can we not make planning a part of construction 
and eliminate a separate planning phase or that loss of time and the 
Injury to an orderly program of civil works ¢ 

General Pick. Well, you could. You could eliminate the planning 
stage. 

Mr. Jones. Do not misunderstand me. 

General Pick. Du Pont started to build a big plant up here at Nor 
ristown. They put the planning and construction together. They esti- 
mated it would cost $200,000,000, and they have been building it over 
the last vear and a half, and the overrun they say now amounts to 
$2.00,000,000. We would get caught later. 

Mr. Jones. But they are already being caught, you say. We are ex 
periencing that anyway. Every program is going to be susceptible to 
those price changes, either up or down.: There is no way | know of to 
tuke care of those contingencies. But we are talking about instances 
now such as you mentioned this morning where you have about 10 
years elapsing from the time that the first authorization takes place 
until construction begins. We have another delay when we come 1n 
and get planning money. 

I say this not asa criticism of the Corps of Engineers or any other 
agency of the Crovernment. | think the eriticism should he directed 
ul the Congress itself. One of the things that contributes to the enor 
mous cost of these projects is the unnecessary delays they have to ex- 
perience before they are commenced. 

General Pick. I cannot help but agree with vou, sir. 

Mr. JONES. Then you talk about the O-veal program We do not 
have very much of a semblance of a 6-vear program for the simple 
reason that we never know from vear to vear what amounts of money 
are going to be available to be spent on these endeavors. If we had a 
uniform work program and we could expect it to have some continuity 
or regularity with appropriations. then we could carry out these works 
in an orderly fashion. 

General Pick. It could be done. 

Mr. Jones. If it were done, would vou think it would be wise to 
have authorizations making appropri itions to the Corps of Engineers 
for general planning and not earmark it for specific projects as a gen 
eral administrative plan ¢ 

General Pick. We used to get it that way and we considered it a 
very good practice. It gave more flexibility in appropriations and we 
would not have appropl iations tied up. It could be ised, for Instance, 
if the appropriations were made in fl lump sum for plat l ne. ana it 
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because I am very much interested in these hearings. I think that a le 
of good will come from these deliberations. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like to present the informatio: 
which was requested at yesterday’s session, for inclusion in the record 
It is a breakdown of civil-works program according to genera 
planning status. I have it on this sheet. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Without objection 
come part of the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


Breakdown of Civil Works progran j acne planni eta 
ax 
I 
. | 
i 
r 
| 
d 
6 ¥ ‘ OOK 
| d 
4 * “ “ uy wi 
) 
ai 1) 
a 2 
~ { ry 
lif, Au 
(M x Tt 
RM N " ) 


Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, sometime next week I would lke to make 
some mquiry about charges that have been mace mn magazines con 


cerning the Hell’s Canyon Dam. It has been ch irged that the Army 


engimeers spent S250.000 for a survey on this project and that Recla 
mation spent S250.000 for a survey on the same C¢ I think the Army 
engineers should ai ver that char ve 

General Pr K. Gentl mien, I would be very fiad tO come before the 


committee and explain that. 

Mr. JONES General, suppose you let us Know when you are avail 
ible and we can have you back at your convenience, 

Gieneral Pick. Yes. sir. You are holding a session Monday then? 

Mr. JONES We have a full committee meeting o} ‘| uesaay, What 
time next week would suit you other than 7] uesday 4 
General Pick. Well, next Wednesday would suit me. 
Mr. Chairman, will you have a meeting Monday ¢ 
Mr. Jones. We will have one Mond ly. 
(reneral PIcK. ‘| hen General Chorpenn yf and the rest otf the staff 


\i it] come, 


Mr. JONES. Yes. We can get some data from them. 


(general Pick. I will come Wednesd Lv. Phank you, sir. 

Mi JONES. We will adjourn until 10 a. m.., Mon day 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m. the committee adjor rned until 10 a. n 
Mor day, March 31, 1952. ) 
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om MONDAY, MARCH 31, 1952 
= ‘ COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
ed cost | cent SpeciaAL SuscoMMI?TrTese To Srupy Civin Works, 
Washington. D. ¢ 
Che special subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10: 10 
“a. Mm... in rooni 1302. New House Office Building. Hon. Robert IK. Jones, 


500. OOO 2 ly r presiding. 


000,000 2 Charles D. Curran, staff director. 
500, 00 Mr. Jones. The committee will be in order. Mr. Curran. 
Mr. Curran. General Chorpening, I would like to take up the ques- 
300, 00 tion of project modifications. Friday, General Pick touched on it. 
When talking about the McNary project he said, reading from his 
an on 


testimony, “We have made lots of changes since the program was 
ww, 10 started.” He was referring tothe McNary Dam at that point. It was 
cited that the cost at the time the project Was set up, according to the 
survey report, was about $49,000,000, and then after planning funds 


were available it had gone up to $131,000,000. Since that time, since 
pve construction has been underway, the cost has advanced until it is now 
an 


. SYST 650.000 
ines Con- Y81.650, a 


ne Army The rivers and harbors and flood-control law usually authorizes 


rojects with language something like this: 
at Recla- ; 

he Army In accordance with the plans and subject to the conditions recommended by 
‘ the Chief of Engineers in the respective reports hereinafter designated. * * * 
efore the Then there will be a list of reports, That I: ngvuavce, in fact, writes 
into law the engineering and policy recommendations of the Chief of 
re avail- Engineers. Then the Chief of Engineers’ recommendations nowa- 

d Vs have language something on this order: 

? 1) 2 . . , 

ty then ! Substantially in accordance with the plans presented in the accompanying 
What eport of the district engineer with such modifications thereof as in the discre- 


tion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable 
Naturally, with a program such as the Corps of Engineers is carry- 
ing out, the administrative officer has to have some latitude, because 
vou do not have a firm report or a firm plan it the time of authoriza- 
the staff tion. 
The question was asked Friday by Mr. Dondero when he said: 


Do you not think you ought to come back to Congress and get author 
inge a project of that magnitude before you expend any more millions 
llars upon it? 

‘)« ’ ” ‘ ~ 

lO a. m.. | nen Genera] Pick said: 
f think so. and I have discussed it with our people 
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of the Budget, and it is very clear to them what we propose. So we 
have made a most clear presentation of that to committees of Congress. 
It is true, not to this committee. We have always informally kept this 
committee advised if any members wanted to know. We have never 
formally had to come before this committee in connection with those 
modifications that we have made. 

Mr. Curran. Concerning the type of modifications, you mentioned 
McNary changed the power capacity installation. What other types 
of modifications have been made other than price « hanges ¢ 

General Cnorrentna. At McNary? 

Mr. Curran. No. Not necessarily MeNarv. What I want to do is 
illustrate what a modification involves, that is, whether it is a change 
in scope, or additional purposes, or in levees, extension of the area 
protected. 

General CHorPeNING. We cannot add another purpose to a project 
beyond what the Congress has authorized. For instance, if no power 
is authorized, certainly the Chief of Engineers cannot include power 
unless It 1s iuthorized by the Congress. 

Mr. Jones. At that point let me ask you this question: You say you 
cannot give it a new purpose. When you put penstocks in a dam with 
no immediate hope of using it for the ger eration of hydroelectric power 
and realizing its capabilities as pointed outtot his committee, then later 
on you go and get the funds to put in the generators if there is a need 


/ 


for them without new authorization, do you not 

General CHorPeNING. No, sir. We must get authorization, sir, for 
installation of power. There is a dam now under construction— 
Cheatham Dam—where power up to now has not been authorized, but 
it is considered desirable, and actually t| ere are b IIs hefore the (’on- 
evress now to include power there. 

Mr. ANGeii. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. AnNcELL. It is true, is it not, General, that under existing law 


where you are building a dam with hvdroelectri power potentials- 


ties vou are required to put in penstocks although no power is author 
ized in the legislation ? 
General CHoRPENING. That is correct: ves, sir. 


Mr. Aneeii. And later you must eet authorization if vou are go 
ing to install power : 

General CHORPENING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JONES. Just a minute, You sav vou have to come ba k a dd 
vet a new authorization even though the Flood Control Act of 1944 
requires penstocks ¢ Is it the 1944 act that requires pe nstocks ? 

Mr. Bearp. From the very beginning, in the 1936 Flood Control 
Act. the acts have requ red penstocks, 

Mr. Donprro. I would like to recall to General Chorpeni 
incident, and I only use this by name as an example. I remember 


( 


egor vie wed the ( h mMgine of 


with what violence (‘ongressman MeG 
1 


the location ot the dam that was to be located 1! the “tute ot Ohio 


at a certain place. Qne morning he woke up to the fact, whatever 
district it was in, that that dam was moved n 


miles, but clearly outside that (congressman s district | think the 


ot } few feet or a few 


name of the dam was the Dillon Dam, although I may be in error on 


that. 
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Do you not think you should have authority granted you from Con 
gress before an act of that kind is committed again’ I say that be 
cause not only was the ( ‘ongressman embarrassed, but the people of 

locality who had attended public meetings and said that this is 
the thing to do were also embarrassed, because it went to another 
location. 

General CHorPEeNtING. I do not recall exactly how far we moved the 


location of that dam. Gener: nad we consider the movement of a dam 
within reasonable limits to be desirable because on our detailed studies 
we so often find that we can more economica lv, or from the stand 
point of engineering reasons, better place it at some differe) spot 
| do not have in my mind the exact details o1 the Dillon Dam. so | 
cannot talk on that, sir. Certainly if we are making moves of a dam 
from one congressional district to another, we should certa nly 
approach that very carefully. However, 1 am certain that in the case 
of the movement ot thie Dillon Dam there were very Good and sufhi 


cient reasons that motivated the Chief of Knemeers it that time in 
his decision to do that. 
Mr. DONDERO. There is ho doubt ot It. and | am not arguing it or 


bringing up the question h Oppo ition to if, or in opp tion to vour 
justification for doing so, but do you not think it would spare the 


Corps of Army Kneimeers some embarrassment, as wel] as t 


mittee and the Congress, if some provision were made whereby a vio 


he com 


lent or large change in location that was considered would necessitate 
vour coming back and getting authority for that change 
General Cnorrenine. Yes. sir. I agree with that. 
Ina little further answer to Mr. Curran’s question, not only do we 
have increases of the power potential, but « ftentimes further studies 
of the river basin and the growth of communities and development of 
agriculture in a river basin will show that where originally we may 
have planned, shall we say, ona half a million acre-feet of flood con 
trol storage, we can develop, and it is completely justified to have, a 


million acre feet of flood control storage 1 i reservoir. That has hap 
pel ed in so man \ Instances on authorizations that vO back into the 
thirties, where in 15 vears there has been great developni ( 


tion of the country. 

Is that respons ve To yol ir ques t101 

Mr. Cur RAN, Let me mention three projye ts that come to mind. I 
do not hi ve the det: ails, | ut as I recall it the Harlan County Reservoir 
in Nebras ka was originally authorized for flood control. When it 
was built there was some storage dedicated to conservation for irri 
gation purposes. Also, two reservoirs in Ohio, Berlin and Mosqu 
Creek, were authorized: for flood control and are used to some extent, 
I understand, for industrial water supply. So far as I know, there 
Is no specific authorization for those changes. Is that correct ¢ 

General Cnorrentne. Mr. Beard can give some detailed informa 
tion on those specific projects. 

Mr. Bearp. Mr. Chairman, my recollection on Harlan County is 
that the survey report document definitely did set up some irrigation 
pyr An the reservoir. It did not authorize the distribution system, 
of course, which is a matter for the Bureau of Reclamation, but I 

: ave to check the re port to be sure A the language. although | 


/ 


a 


wise 


am quite certain that the survey re port of the Chief of Engineers that 
recommended the project did include etal on capacity. 
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The Harlan County reservoir was originally authorized for flood 
control, but was changed into a multiple-use project to include irriga 
tion storage in the plan of Iniprovement for the Missouri River bas a 


recommended 1h House Docume | hyo. Sseventv- ohth ( OHNLTeSS., 


This plan was coordinated with that of the Bureau of Reclamation 
to form the P k-Sloan plat which I Phot red by the Ik lood Con 


trol Act of 1944. 
Wi respect to Berlin and Mosquito ¢ ek. y were authorized 


under the 1938 Flood Control Act and were itt ring the war with 
the wdppropl ition beinoe provided ay ise ¢ ( Val-tlimhe urgency 
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‘or flood zened and the water regulation storage was increased as a war measure. 
e irriga Phe continuation of that change after the war results from the pri 
1 Basin entations that the local people made here to the Congress . 
ongeress, Mr. Jones. As long as there is voing to be a great delay between the 
wmalion { me of authorization and the init al construction, do vo not { ! 

od Con- wise to have broad legislative language in WwW Ch vou can pursue thre 


project to its vreatest use, rathe! than hay hea restrictive leas] ible 4 


thorized Mr. 1 \RD, l certainly do agree with that sir, and | beleve 1 it it 


‘ar with s the only way to get the best use out of these large expenditures. It 

urgency Ss OUT De het that the i mVvress author Zt> i miprovemel | | 

ly to in . mply the expenditure of a fated stum of ho \ ihe lmproven 

oe steel nuit orized D\ Conger he . fo. the vrenel | 1!) iblic rooU,. al | I .) 
tions change so that to vet the best publ ‘ Se vo ive to mo \ 

re in it. original project. we have iterpreted this 1 odification aut rity to 

Control permit the necessary changes, as long as it has no angwed thu 

tionally pose of the project or really changed the project itself, 


ereatly The Dillon Dam that Nii Dondero ment Ober few Wimomehlts wVvo 


and the is thorized in this general legislation of the 1938 Act. The change 
der au- of dam site was for matters of econo t engimeering soundness, 
but the project still remains as a flood control reservoir to control t] 

puestion Licking River for the benefit of Zanesville, and so forth. 
he large Mr. Jones. So the legislative language gave vou an opportunity to 
rminate provide for the greatest service by the Fede il investment in those 
e atten- projects. If the ( ongress were to write 1n a rigid enginee! he restr 
nmiuttee, tion upon the Corps of Engineers then you could not carry out the 
tee em te hnologe eal advancements made in e1 gineel g, desig! ny au ad 
r indus- tions OF these projects. Is that not So ¢ 

Mr. Bearp. That is my belief. Yes. sir 
rily for General CHorPentne. Or. if we would, we would have aga 
th flood mack to the conimnittee to dicate what we now helleve «chy ‘ 
s being done 

Mr. Jones. So when vou come back it me s longer periods of t 
seq for pent in minute deta ls, and in almost every instance where tL protect 
e being IS bet wuthorized the relief that you asked for will bn ortheom o 
lome it so, rather tha reat noe the azards that Ve | heat Lil ‘ 
i of the ounter it would st bring greater Trustratio o your order) c 

program. 

iil co Greneral CHorreENInG. Toa certain extent. ves. sir. 


Was it Mr. Brarp Maas I say one thing more, please / (lone the ne of 


ty \ 
our conimment, VI) Jones. the necessity to cover every one of these 


possible modifi ations through the Cor “ress and the full leg slat Ve 

wtion of both Houses of Congress is verv time-consuming. and |] 
al form should think would be burdensome on the Cor cress. If amethod could 
e about be devised whereby we could clear these matters through the Pu 


W orks ( ommiittees that would cert unity facilitate, | hel] eve, Tire close 


rutiny t t vou ire talking about Without } ne mto tlie it \ ol 

urman, time-consuming and repeated action with the full Congress 
odifica Mr. Donpero. I do not think the committee ul friendly 
Sc] bed ttee. W are rvinge to \ wk out 1 Solution ft if — 7 fhiey Ve 

to the committee. to vou ar the countrv. Suppe ve made a 
it these ange tha proposect project, Do vo ot | YF VOU OUGHT To cor 
as the ick SOT it thre onimnittee hnnght know about it and t 
evelop- ow about it? 
as les- (reneral CHORPENING. Surely. Yes. sir. ] k we 
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Mr. DONDI RO, lor the protection of both sides 

General CHorPENING. Again it becomes a matter of delineation as 
to W here is a change not racical. 

Mr. Donprro. It is not going to be easy to frame the legislation 


General CHORPENING. Yes, sir. 


[ would hke to say something with reference to Mr. Curran’s earlie! 
question about the 24 percent of modifications, and so forth. I think 
the comm tee appreciates that of the 18: projects that were considered 
In preparing those statistics, the majoritv of those projects were 


+] } | . ] { | ‘ ] 
authorized back in the early days of the flood-control program, and 
when oul survey procedures were very sket \ ana ncomplete a> 


compared to what we have todav and what we pres nt to this com 


mittee whe) we come In In answer to or 1 respo) ( tothe r resolut ons 
} | 1? > 
and laws inthe omnibus bills with projects. 
So while that 24 percent is true of those earher projects, today ow 


survey procedures and investigations are so much more complete and 
thorough that that situation I do not see can ever occur again. I 
wanted to bring that out. 

Mr. Jones. Of course, you mean, General, provided that the work is 
commenced within a reasonable time after the estimates are } resented. 

General CHorrPENING. Even if it is not commenced within a reason 
able time. still the percentage of changes should not be as great. be 
cause we were just starting the flood-control program then. Only in 
1936 did the Congress make flood contro] a Fede | responsibility. 
We have learned a lot. and we have had more time to « arry out these 
surveys unde1 present conditions. We vO hto If much more 
thoroughly. 

Mr. Anceni. May Task a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, Mr. Angell. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is true, is it not, General, as was brought out from 
General Pick before the committee last week, that in the considera 
tion of an over-all development for a river basin such as the Missouri, 
or the Miss SsIppi, or the Columbia. and a in eX unple in the 308 


} 


report in orde to coordinate and make a complete examination of the 


project for W iter developme nt, and hydroelecti power, and resource 
development of all k ! ds. ahny pro cl ! ist Db ( lite red and re 
ported on, and it may be vears, mavbe 10 or 15 or 20 vears, or more, 
before some of the projects ill be completed 


However, that does not mean those projects are not good projects, 
but in view of the fact that there are restricted appropriations each 
year it is not possible to develop all projects which are economi ally 
sound and necessary. We must take those that are most neces ary 
for the immediate development, so that it might result in difficulty if 
some of those proyes ts were segregated and deauthorized. Is that not 
true ¢ 

General CHorPENING. That is correct, sir. On river-basin author 
great number of projects it is absolutely 
right. I do not know how many years. [t is 20 or 30 years, maybe, 
depending on economic conditions, before each of those parts of the 
whole would he completed. River basin programs are a different 
proposition than pin-pointed local protection projects, or | 
river and harbou Improvements, or a harbor here, or a nlet there, or 


izations where there are a 


1} pointed 
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methine that is not connected to an over-all n tiple-pur e devel 
ition as opment of a basin. 
Mr. Jones. General, in considering the over-all flood control and 
slation. river and harbor works it is always necessary that the Cor ore take 
geographical location into consideration to ee that there 1s an equit 
ible distribution in the works throughout the country. |] 
s earlier what surprised to find that within a certain area projects that have a 
l think low benefit to cost ratio are recely ne moneys To! col t) rion, a 
sidered the same area there are projects of the same kind and character 
ts were . higher ratio of benefit returns that are being neglected. 
im, and How do vou account for that / 
lete as General CHorPENING. At the present time only those project 
is com peing prosecuted that have a definite defense ! act, r had 
ylutions started and it was considered that the project would be wine omic 
to drop, and so they should be carried t rough to co ipl tie . Bee 
lay oul the present time our program not a balanced program st 


ete and ould normally like to see. It is very greatly influenced by the press 
rain. I nditions that exist, and the criteria that are established and 
h we must operate. 


work 1s Mr. Jones. Is that a fault of the Corps of Engineers or a fau 


sented. Congress when projec ts similar in character may have all of the 
reason eredients that vo to make up the econo justineation. a thos 
reat be with a low ratio of benefits are being prosecuted, and those with a 
Only in higher ratio of benefits are not under wav / 
sibility. General CHoRPENING. I wo ld say, sir, that the fault of the tims 
it these We are in an emergent condition and situat , so the crite 
1 more W ch the program 1s gomg ahead and our | leets are ] 1) 

require the projects beinge included that now are included 

Mr. Jones. You make up that request to the budget \ft 

hy d et ha recelve | that request how . t that one project 
it from LOW benefit ratio come out with an appropriatiol whereas 
isidera have a higher benefit ratio on the same type of project, and 
issourl, being bypassed ? . 
the 308 Mr. ANGeLL. With the same national defense aspect. 
1 of the Mr. JONES. A sol tel) I ¢ ore ) soln iveagore 
esource to national de fense than others 


and re General CHorreninG. In those specific tances that tl 


r more, iS In mind there must In each case he some situations t} t exist ’ 
vher t is considered that greater defense phieatior i! | 

rojects, 01 oreater pos ible loss of life is involve 1 ol other reasons | 

ns each why the particular one with maybe a lower benefit-cost ratio 

mically (‘I tec oO! recommended to fo ahead rathe I than Some ot} er on 

cessary Mr. Aneretn. May IT ask, General, does any political influence 

‘ulty if ito it, to your knowledge / 

hat not General CHoRPENTNG. As far asthe Corps of Engineers is concet 


Oo, SIT. 
author Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question / 
olutely Mr. Jonrs. Mr. Scudder. 
maybe, Mr. “CUDDER. | know the re} tleman does not want to assu 
of the political responsibility by the Corps of Engineers, I believe h 
ifferent nent is tr e. Phe d rective comes from the administration that 


wolnted tain projects are eliminated in reducing the budget appropriat 
ere, or [ still t vour qu on of the gentile from Oregon v ve 
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General CHorreninG. Mr. Page has the data here and ear hve 
a concise statement on the projects that have bee comp eled to cate 
as to What the benefits have been. 

Mr. JONES. We will go into that entire subject later, and I thi 
would be better if we proceed now and ask questions on thie bye 
generally, 

Mr. Curran. I would like to get back to the modificatio procedure 

Mir Beard referred to section 6 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 


| 


i 
\ I recall it. that authorizes the Corps of I: mineers TO dispose 


rplus water in reservoirs. Am I correct in say he that the co 
drawn by the Corps of Engineers is that the authority to dispose of 
le SUPpPlus Watel in be taken Ibe rally to ailow the to re ify i 
roject that is author Zed. for some other po itor t 


Mr. Bearp. No, I did net mean to give that inte retatic 
case of Mosquito Creek Reservoll the project Was it te \ ‘ 
ipacitV as an economy measure actually, because we saved so muel 
oney in the spillway cost. We ended up wit i project wit avery 
roe ipacity, Then, under section 6 of the 44 act we are authorized 


to sell the water and sell the storage « ipacitv for municipal water 
supply use. There is an authority, Mr. Curran. in the 1937 or 1938 
fiveal ven Appropr ation Act w h allows us to receive contributed 
WiOney ind enlarge the size of the reservoir Tor watel supply u e. but 
that does not really apply lithe case ot M SQ ute Creek 


Mr. Curran. Tsee. Then the various authorities. particularh the 
1944 act, are not considered adequate to authorize modifications by 
Hnplication ¢ bon stance, | be eve thers One there tied t< 
disposal of wate 1y\ iniplicat On. 


Nir By ARD No. Your renark Ss correct Wi Oo hol terpret thre 
144 act that way I would like just for clarity to sav t =: Where 


there i reservoir authorized and there Sahn obvious need and al 
obvious potel tinl t\ for a shall amount of storage that will be desi: 
ible Tor water supy ly. there have been a few ises where the ( ef 
Ol Ene neers has. u ier fils general author (V to modify, enlarged the 
project to melude some water supply. Then that water supply 

disposed of under section 6 of the 1944 act and paid for by local peopl 


Mr. Curran. Then it would b proper to say that any odifient ive 
are made solely on the general authority rather t mV ou 
authority as a contingent element / 

Mr. Bearp. Yes. That is correct. 

Mi ANGELL. May | ask the follow he quest1ol What cleterniines 
whethe the project should he bu it by the Departme) 1 of the 1} teriol 
or the \rmy eno ineers / 

General CHorreENtNnG. Generally the primary function of the Bureau 
ot Re lamation in the Department of the Lite rior is reclamation nna 
irrigation. So generally, if that is the primary purpose of a project, 


The} that would he considered to in a provyect fol 1 if wencyv te 


The primary responsibilities oiven to the Corps of Ken 
he Congress are havigation and flood control, and if those are the 
primary cons derations the thie project shor ld be a Corps of Ie) 


neers structure. 
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do not think that there has been any real duplication of effort as 
between the normal program of the Interior Department and the 
Corps of Engineers. Their reclamation and irrigation is a specialized 
type of engineering, as contrasted with navigation or flood control. 
| have a feeling that if those two programs were combined, wherever 
they were combined that it would he such a tremendous Pp rogram or 
agency of Government that perhaps the presumed results of « economy 

efficiency mieht not be attained. It might he the other way. 

Large corporations in the Nation I know do not combine all ot 
their engineering in one place. They have it divided in different 
places, and they are in the business of making money. If it were 
going to save them money I am sure that they would have it all com 
it nec hn one place. 

Mr. ANGELL. General. would you care to comment on the recom 
mendations of the Hoovet report WW th rete rence t the Army ehngineel 5’ 
set-up ¢ 

General LORPENING., Che secretary ede tive oy has commented 
it some length on that proposed legislation, and » has brought out 
very clearly the views of the De partment on that, to the effect that 
removing ~ civil works responsibility from the Corps of Engineers 
would be his view a very serious blow to the ability of the Army 
and of the ( orps of E) wineers to do ts proper ob for national defense, 
We have throughout this country 41 districts covering all parts of 
the Nation. Those districts are ready at any moment to go into a 
miilits ary program, and we have done that in the past ~ vears. Similar 
ly, the personnel is well trained, both officers and civilians, to go im 


mediate ly into a war effort. Likewise, in the case of catastro 
has been demonstrated only in recent vears, our organization is bette: 
ible than, | think | Can sas with all humility, any other governmental 
organization, to go in and do something when an emergeney strikes 

| need only mention thre Texas ( It\ explosior of 4 or 5 Vears ago, 


Corps of Engineers was in there first and did very fine won 


} 


yonen the 


taking care of that emergent situation. Sim lay Vv. Operation Snow 
bound about > venurs avo ol vears ago, wheh our or@aniZatior rs 
that large operation of g retting food through to thi people and taking 


ive of livestock iden ip the roads. 

Last vear the Kansas ( ity flood. It was our orent ition agam 
that functioned there until other relief and emergency organizatior 
of the Government could get tnto action. 

That is another very important pomt, I think. for leavine the 
present civil works responsibilities as they stanha. I could fo on TO! 
quite some length on that subject, but | am try “to hit a few of the 
Woh liehts. 

Mr. Jones. Will the e cel tleman vield / 

Mr. ANGeLL. Ye :L yield tomy hairman. 

Mr. JOoNeEs. Woul dl you like to comment, General, on the suggestion 

the Hoover C OTMIISSION task force report Which was adopted Dy 
the entire committee, with one exception, is | recall it. for the est ib 

shment of a review board to review all projects 
Congress ¢ 

General CHorPENING. It seems to me,sir, that already the procedure 

which this committee and the Congress have considered and adopted 


ingineers are concerned, insures very 


nto law, as far as the Corps of 
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thorough consideration to projects that are proposed for constructio 
Before we can spend a penny on any survey we must have a resoluti 
from the committees of Congress or laws on it. Then, having pr 
ceeded with an examination or a survey, it is considered by the di 
trict engineers, our division engineers, and by the River and Harb 
Board, set up again by the Congress, to review thoroughly tho 
studies that have been prepared. That hav ing been done, those studi 
go to the other agencies of the Government for comment. They ‘ 
to the Governors of the States for comment, and then, with all tho 
comments, they go through the Bureau of the Budget and are tran 
mitted to the Congress, where again hearings are in nearly eve 
instance held to determine the pros and cons. 

It seems to me that with all th procedures that have been set u 
any further review is perhaps an anticlimax. 

Mr. JONEs. Would you say that the things you have pointed 0) 
are applicable to the Department of Agriculture and the Departme} 
of the Interior, as well as to the Cor ps of Engineers? 

General CHorreNninG. I am not as familiar with their procedure 
of course, but I am certain that the procedures that no other agele 
of Government has any more careful and more complete procedur 
than those which are laid out and which are strictly followed by t] 
Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Jones. Do vou think it would be of advantage to coordinate t!] 
general works program between the agencies and that it would elim 
nate duplication of services carried out by the various agenci 
throughout the country ? 

General Cuorrentna. I think perhaps some review of their proc 
dures and work might be desirable. and perhaps some further deline 
tion in Jaw might be desirable. I will say that by means of the Inte 
agency Committee that has been set up here in Washington, where a 
the other agencies of the Government involved in these programs hay 
representatives, and which meets once a month—by means of t} 
Interagency Committee—— 

Mr. Jones. What legal status has that Interagency Committee 

General CHorPENING. That has no legal status. It is a voluntar 


/ 


proposition. 

Mr. Jonrs. So if you engage in any discussion in which the que 
tions are not resolved. then they are still si pe ded in midair, Al 
thev not ? 

General CHorpentnG. That is correct, sir. It is completely a vol 
tary proposition, but it does succeed rather remarkably in getting tl 
representat ives of the agencies together to discuss their problems. an 
many, many things are smoothed out or differences eliminated the 
True, there is no law there and if they do not get together there 
noway to bring them together. 

Mr. Donpero. I think your comment, General, that it is not nece 
sarv to set up al other revi w board. follows what I think is the nh: 
jority opinion throughout the country, that we already have too mu 
red tape here in Washington. Do you think these projects now have 1 
run a rather arduous gantlet before they arrive at the point of r 
ceiving money for construction / 

General CHorPentine. Indeed they do, sir. You ean set up such 
devious and long process that you will defeat the purpose, I think, « 
the Congres and of the people 
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Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. General, critics of the engineers and of the Reclama- 
tion Bureau exhibit Hells Canyon Dam as a horrible example of the 
duplication of effort by two agencies. The writer of the article in the 
Saturdav Evening Post, as I recall it, said that the two agencies spent 
about $143,000 on identical preliminary survey of Hells Canyon 
Dam. The Hoover Commission report says each agency spent $250,000 
on a survey of this dam at the same site. Is there an explanation of 
that so-called duplication of effort 

General CHorreNntnc. I am going to ask Mr. Beard to talk about that. 

Mr. Jones. General Chorpening, when we adjourned last Friday it 
was agreed by the committee that General Pick would return on 
Wednesday to answer those criticisms, so if Mr. Mack will defer that 
question we are going to take up the answer to the critics on 
Wednesday. 

Mr. Mack. That is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Scupper. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman / 

Mr. Jones. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Scupper. General, I am just in receipt of an appeal from Cali- 
fornia regarding the flood damage which will happen if we get a 
quick thaw of the very heavy snow pack in the Sierra Nevada Moun- 
tains. Your agency handles flood control but I do not know whether 
you have authority to go into preventive work or if you have to wait 
until the damage 1s done and then go in and remedy the damage. It 
seems to me that great damage will be done in northern and central 
California through floods if some control is not developed in antici 
pation of that flow. 

The question I would like to ask is, if the engineers are in a position 
to make a survey of such a project as that and recommend the dumping 
of some of the water in the reservoirs so as to be ready to take the peak 
of the thaw, or is there any agency that is charged to do preventive 
work ? 

General CHorrENING. We are, of course, very well aware of the 
potentialities of the situation in California and in some other parts of 
the country this vear, unfortunately, for floods. We have very full 
information on the snow pack and the possible runoff that may occur. 
Wherever there are existing flood-control works, either Federal or 
private, we are carefully looking into the situation to see that any 
work that should be done to strengthen them is done by the proper 
Interests. 

In some circumstances where damage is certain to occur, we go in 
ahead of a flood and assist in strengthening works that are built by 
private interests. As far as Federal works are concerned and those 
that have been turned over to local interests, it is their responsibility 
to maintain them, and it is our interest to see that they have in fact 
maintained them, and to call to their attention any defects in that 
maintenance in order to get them ready. 

Likewise, we take into account whether materials are on hand for 
flood fighting. Again we urge local interests to provide those. We 
keep a large stock of sandbags always available so that if a flood comes 
we are in a position if those are needed to make them available. Like 
wise, we make expert advice available from our district offices to local 
interests and to others. 
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As far as our Federal projects are concerned, our dams, we have Op- 
erating schedules that have been carefully worked out as to how we 
operate in case of a flood. If we have projects that are partially built 
that might be used for flood purposes, even though not completed, we 
consider carefully whether we might not be able to use them for flood- 
control purposes. 

Mr. Scupper. General, just to pursue it 
out a doubt there are many places throughout the country that are in 
a similar hazardous condition such as we face in ¢ alifornia. It seems 


from another anyvie, with 


to me that some provision should be made whereby an agency be el- 
powered to call a meeting of private companies, the Federal authori 
t1es, and local governmental subdivisions, and advise with them at id 
should it be determined that the pre k is thus and so, and that the water 
should be brought down 1n order to take the mpact of the melting 


Snow, then somewhere along the line we are MIssihg the boat. | be- 
lieve there should be some standard of preve tio? 
lama greater believer in preventing things from happening rather 


than trying to correct them after they have already done the damage. 
It seems to me some agency interested in flood control, and in my 
Opinion the ¢ Orps ol Engineers. are best qual ned ana should be del 
ecated tO coordinate the Various agencies, whethel they be public or 
private, in order to prepare for an impact that is bound to come. 
General CHorrENING. We are in California working very closely 
with the State authorities. l know our division e mineer has been in 
touch with the Governor of California and other officials there. We 
have no authority to direct other wel es of the Fe eral Government 
In how they might operate heir projects, ex ept where flood torage Is 
proy ided the law requires that It be Ope rated lh accordance Ww ith regu- 


lations prescribed by the Secretary of the (rm) Howeve , we have 
been successful I recall right now in anothe part of the country mn 
looking toward a potential flood this vear, lending our influence to 


arrange for certain manipulation of a reservo r, so that it will be on 


can be utilized to the fullest possible extent in case of a flood 

We have emergency fin is g ven tous anni iy bv the Conere ss, but 
those emergency funds are intended, and the law O states, for flood 
fiohting operat ons and tor rescue operations, and to do a certam min 
mum amount of preventive vork. Generally they aretotake care of a 
Situation that has developed and to? pair those project later on. 

If thev were too broad Vv interpreted se tO alo us to go lhnand do 
preventive actlo then vou nueht ny, “OW Be ere iS al iuthorized 
project Liich We ought to vo anead and i HM | think vou will see 
it 1s very ditheult tO gO Into very much pre entive Work ihead ot a 
flood. 

Mir Sccpper. My question comes from a State agency. and that is 
the reason Il was interested n known rw! ethe t could ve done. | 
realize that there is coordn ition and cooperation between the various 
avene ies. but is to Just what extent Id ad not know. lam ver olad to 
vet youl exXplal ation. | Lil k t is something that S yust as valuable 
istrving to correct the condition atte the dainage has been aone. 

General CHorreNiINnG. I would like to mention this. sir: In your 
State we have under construction the Pine Flat Dam Che Pine Flat 
Dam can probably hold some flood wate t S vear. Phat has been 
presented to u from the local agencies, Could we se that dam for 


one forage this vear / We tlie rite ( | iving that problem. 
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We have contractors there. The clearing operations are underway. 
We must take into account what are the possible additional costs that 
may acerue to the Federal Government if we use it for flood control. 
We are inclined to be very favorable. Here is a structure under way. 
If it can be used perhaps to stop a lot of flood damage we want to do 
that, but we must first determine what is going to be the impact of such 
action. We have not made a decision on that yet, sir, but I am bring 
ing that out just to show you the extent to which we go in consideration 
of W hat we Can do to reduce or minimize 1 he Inipact of a flood. 

Mr. Mack. Will the gentleman yield at that point ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. General, on the Columbia River there are three different 
agencies operating the dams. The engineers operate the dam at 
Bonneville: the Reclamation Service operates the dam at Coulee: and 
a number of private companies operate dams on the river. Do I un 
derstand from your reply to Mr. Scudder’s question that the engineers 
in anticipation of a flood could lower the level of the water at the 
Bonneville Dam, whereas they would have no authority to demand the 
lowering of the level of water in the Grand Coulee Dam or any of 
the private dams? 

Genera! Cnorrentne. No. We have no authority to require the 
lowering of the level at Grand Coulee, nor in the private dams, unless, 
and I do not think it is true there, unless in the case of the private 
dams there was something in their license that would require them 
to do that on the direction of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mack. In the interests of the safety of the people downstream 
below those dams do you not think some one Federal agency should 
have the authority to demand the lowering of the water in all those 
dams in the event of an anticipated flood ¢ 

General CHorrentne. That might be desirable. However, I think 
a blanket authority to do that would have to be pretty thoroughly 
considered, sir, because obviously unless it was in the original license 
given to private power installations, if they are given an order to 
lower the water they are voing to lose some revenue. 

Mr. M ACK, They will lose power, of course. 

General CiorPeENING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. What was your experience in the oreat flood of 1948? 
Was the Bonneville Dam lowered / 

General Cuorrenine. No, sir. You know, there is no flood contro! 
in the Bonneville Dam. There is no flood control storage in the Bon- 
neville Dam at all. 

Mr. Mack. Were the levels of any of the other dams on the river 
lowered in advance of that flood / 

General CHorrentnc. I do not know about that, sir. 

Mr. Bi arD. In the 1948 flood, Mr. Mack, it is miy recollection that 
they were not lowered, Subsequently, in the impending flood of 1950 
and then again in 1951 General Walsh, the division engineer, and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, did work out informally a method of operat 
ing Grand Coulee so that they did get some very effective flood cor 
trol out of the lowering of Grand Coulee. That has become part of 
their general procedure out there. 

Mr. Mack. But no one agency in the Government is responsible for 
lowering the level of various dams? 
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Mr. Bearp. No, except to this extent: The Corps of Engineers is 
responsible for rules and regulations, operating procedures, ete., of 
any Federal dam that has flood control storage in it. 

Mr. M ACK, Bonney ille does not have flood control in It. 

General CHORPENING. And neither does Grand Coulee. 

Mr. Mac KK. How about the pl vate dam ¢ Do they have flood 
control ? 

General CHorrentne. They have no flood control storage in them. 
Mr. Bearp. At the time of the 1944 Flood Control] Act this very 
oOint you are talking of was debated extei sively and there was pretty 


heated irgument both pro and coi s to whether the Government 
should assume an authority to man p late private dams It was re- 


jected by the Con 
the Commerce Committee hearings. However, the result of it all was 
that it ended up as section 7, I think it is, of the 1944 Flood Control 
Act. whicl mply prescribes that the ¢ ps of Engineers will make 


the operating rule md reo lat O} iO fle | ( trot storage in Kec 


rress. I think that came up largely in the Senate in 


eral dams. 


Mr. SCUDDER Mh Chairma) . gett oO rhe wo eral statement 
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they cor ve pl much o flood { that developed 
! CAV) melts and revented | oO 

My thought, General t { ome responsible 
Lor \ iuty it ould be to é { officials of the 
VATIOL ! te ompanies and f D f r pout ul 
ubd repre tatives I TR ) Th re s ld 
be somes respol e to call them t e whether thi 
watershed threatened with a pote | flood that may do damage. 
They should vet together and release som I e wate to make pro- 
4 ( 1 ~ e { 1 loo va 

[ t t if h a provisior ence, tl t would 
een | ron oO! ! ! eTISE tO pro\ \ (| I r é 
io nto 1 pictul that wo org e the Tat r 
Co pre f the damage be Yr cjone 

Mir. Jon You have t auth ! ot, General 
irene | (‘HORPENING. | etiect r t here ‘ 
no floc i ntrol 9 struct r’é \ ) rit to ordael 

Ol ) ic | (| | \\ ! i enh a l OM l ite 
Yel illy Very uccessl lly. 

Mr. Jc Es. I e\ ot have any storage t. what good s flood 
conti ! O nlitv if cannot pert inv flood-control work ? 


General ( LORPENING, Anothe thing, r, With reference to Grand 
Coulee. is that when a dam s desione ind constructed it is des oned 
and construct d to perform certan purposes. If y uu build a lot of 
flood control into a project then your gates and sp llways perhaps, 
ind other parts of that structure, will be so arranged as to take care 

1 that in mind. I 
do not O just what the difficulties would be there, bu 
that there could be some operating Ities involved in utilizing 


some oTt t mace Tol fli x] contro! mad ore purposes, However 
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(Corps of Engineers essentially does that coordinating now, but as 
| am trying to point out, we have no authority to say, “You will do 
this.” except when the law says there is flood control storage in that 
structure. 
Mr. Mack. Is there flood control storage in the McNary Dam? 
General CHorPentnG. It is nominal. A very small amount, if any. 
Mir. Mack. You mean when these dams were authorized they were 
ithorized as navigation and power dams and not as flood-control 
dams ¢ 
General Crorrentne. That is correct. sir. 
Vir. Scupper. If they were full at the time vou had the large impact 
I melting snow the people below them would have no protection 
trom floods. We are spending a lot of money al d are continu lly 
talk ne about correction ot flood conditions such as exist on the 
Columbia River, and then we build these expensive structures along 
f impounding water and still no flood 
had before 


ey were constructed, if we do not have some flood control in them. 


the rivers for the purpose ( 
trol exists, We still have i st as big a hazard as we 


Greneral CHORPENING. There sa comprehensive plan on the Colum 
bia that provides for flood control stor ive 1 some structures and 
power in others. The flood control structures are so set up on those 
tributaries where the storage « in be had. Ii ippears that t e projects 


we are now building are those projects where under the plan author- 


zed there 1s little or no flood control storage, but great powel poten- 


t al. They are being prosecuted now. as the Coneressman so wi 1] 
ywws. to take up the slack on the power shortage that exists But 
tne over tl] plan o at Columb Lis carried] out tire flood-col 

trol structures that have been authorized will be built t tw ly K 


» the slack that in vour mind now does exist in that we do not have 
e flood control. — 
I do not know whether I made myself clear on that or not. 
Mr. Scupper. It is fairly clear. but 1 think there should be some 
iw which would cive the Engineers or some authority th powel 


hich they could exert on the various agencies who control the dams 
ordel to enable them to ivoid the terrifie flood hazard nd damage 
hich has happened in the past Ih Deol I cre ( kt it i 


g ot these dams will control the flood hazard. 
General CHorrENING. Take Bonneville. for inst: There are 


‘ 
iticies that have appeared In the pubile prints that Bo neville Ta a 
1947 and 1948 because it did not control floods. Bonneville Dam 


nas no flood contro] storage, There is no s 
Bonneville Dam was built as a power project and there is no flood- 
ntrol storage. It never was represented to the Congress as a flood- 
ontrol dam and does not have the pacity to operate sa floocd-con- 
trol dam. 
Mr. M ACK. Grand Coulee dos ~ havea treme! cle is amount of storage, 
General CHorrenine. Yes, sir: it does have a large storage there, 
it it was never built as a flood-control structure. 
Mr. Bearp. Mr. Mack, I would like to say with regard to Grand 
( oulee, In our 505 report 5 years ago as part of t] e proposal there it 


vas sug@ested that modifications be made it Grand Coulee which 


vould then permit it to be operated more successfully for some flood- 
contro] capacity. ] merely mention that to show vou there has hee rh 


ome work done on that. but it has not been consummated vet. 
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Mr. Mack. My point is that some one agency of the Federal Go 
ernment and to my mind, the Army engineer's, should have the autho 
ity tosay if and when water must be released from these dams in ord 
to save the downstream area from inundation. 

General CHorrENING. I would agree with that, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman \ ield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. JONES. Let us review fol au moment the three types ot projec 
on the Columbia River. First there are the projects which were d 
signed for the generation of hydroelectric power and which have 1 


flood-control potential in those dams. Second there are the floos 
control dams, where the emphasis Is on storage capacity and some ge) 
eration as a byproduct of its use. | hird there are the private dan 


on the tributaries to the Columbia. 

In the first instance, in those hydro-constructed dams, since thi 
have no flood-control potential there is no need for legislation th 
would give you authority to operate those dams, is there 

General CHoORPENING. That is correct 

Mr. Jones. In the second instance, you have not on the Columbi 
River completed all of the flood control dams that are necessary 
give you 100 percent flood control protection on that river. Is th: 
true 

General CHORPENING. That is correct 

Mr. Jones. In the third class of dams under the license as it hi: 
been obtained from the Federal Powe! Commission, there Is reserve 


to the Kederal Government the rioht to mpound Waters In il 
reservoirs when flood conditions exist. Is that not true? 

General (HORPENING. In some Cases 

Mr. Je NES. Could you oive us the type s of cases where you do at 
have that authority é 

General CHorRPENING. I am sure that there are man'y licenses 
do not have any specific ones in mind now—that have been grante 
where there is nothing in the license about any authority which w 
have to tell the private company, “You must drop your reservoir a 
ordered to take care of floods.” 

Mr. JONES. ] thought every license requires the use of that dam t 
impound waters when flood conditions exist. 

General CHOoRPENING. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Is that differentiated betwee L\ igable streams an 
nonnavigable streams ¢ 

Mr. Weser. In general the Federal Power Act requires that whe 
sites are licensed for development by private interests tha 


consideration be Ylven to all possibilities fo. cle velopment of the Sits 


It would be the duty of those in the Government who review a 
appli ation for i license to consider the flood contro] possibilities 0 
any site. That duty would fall on both the Federal Powe 
Commission and the Corps of Engineers, who participate in reviewin 
those licenses. 

However. if the development proposed sata site which does no 
have any flood control possibilities, just as Bonneville Dam does n 
have any as a Federal project, there would be no provisions in th 
license for using that project for flood control. There have been 
few Instances of projects where the flood control possibilities hav 
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been good enough to have an arrangement made between the Federal] 
Government and the people concerned and made a part of the license 
for use of part of the storage for flood control. I am not too sure 
of the details on this, but I think the Skagit River project for the city 
of Seattle has an appreciable provision for flood control in it. 

In other words, the remedy there lies in actually having a specific 
provision in the license for use of storage for flood control if the site 
itself offers those possibilities. 

Mr. Jones. General, can you give us a single instance in which 


privately or federally owned dams were not utilized for flood 


protection when called upon to do so? ; 

Gene ral CHORPENING. Otthand | do not know of any lnstance, No, 
sir. Right now, as I said, we do have potential floods. We have 
succeeded in getting cooperation, 

Mr. Jones. There would not be too much difficulty in obtaining 
cooperation if human lives were involved, either from privately or 
federally owned operations, would there / 

General CHorrentne. No, sir. The people in a part of the coun 
try when they appreciate there is a flood potential, the local pressure 
Is SO tremendous that no one, Federal Or Pris ite Federal would not, 
but private interests can hardly hold out in front of it. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of a single instance where there has rea 

i failure either on the peat of the Government in the operation of 


rte or ot priv: ite ownhe rs] ip where the re has been a neglect t of den ng 
everything they possibly could to reduce the flood “tosh vad ¢ 

General Crorrentnc. I do not know of any, sir. 

Mir. JONES. So the intimation that there is a failure of co ype! iO! 
is not substantiated by fact / 

General Cuorrentne. There has been one instance I know of where 
it was felt that the operation of a dam to t ike care of a flood could 


have been better handled from our viewpoint where, if the Corps of 
Engineers had had the authority to say, “Do it this way,” it would 
have been done in a little different manner, But venel illv the answer 
to your quest ion Is there has been eood coopel ation. 

Mr. Jongs. Did that failure come about as a result of hostilities 


between the agencies / 


General Cnorrenine. There was a difference of opinion there. Of 
course, this was during the war when the idea was to get the maximum 


amount of power, and I believe the agency felt that they should act 
to protect the power development rather than to move to vet the 
flood control, and | think if was probably an honest difference of 
Opinion. 

Mr. JONES. Are those differences of opinions still outstandi of 

General CuorrentnG. I do not think they are. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think there should be legislation in this field ? 

General Cuorrenine. As Mr. Beard pointed out, apparently this 
same subject was very considerably discussed back in 1944.) I can 
see where there would be very—unless the law was very carefully 
written—there would be serious objections on the part of privately 
owned dams to have such an over-all power in an agency of the Fed 


eral Government. 

Mr. JONES. You mean for the Federal Power Commission to make 
an appraisal] to determine whether in the oranting of a lieense it has 
flood control potential, do you not ¢ 
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General CHORPENING. Yes, sir. 
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General Cnuorrentna. I do not know. J] am sure they could if they 


> so desired. 

Mr. Donvero. Is notice given of the meetings? 

' General CHorreninG. Yes, sir. Notice is put out at each meeting 
when they conclude as to where the y are go i to meet the ne C1) . 
and that 1 idvertised tl] n. Here in Wash ngto tnere ! closed 

} meetings, That Ss the toy Federal] | iteragency Com) tte There 
would be no point there particularly in having them open, and t 
mattel f discu On al that in order to get free full 
discussion among the representatives of the agencies they ke ‘ 
closed. Int ld the contrat true 

Mr. Jo» So vi ' | characterize tl) terag o 

. nthe ft | ‘ ( \\ i j 0 } nit yr 7 r 

operat piritamong States d ed woe es, V ou ¢ 
General Crrori nc. \ 7 | o me 
tion 1 t we at t Ar] R Whit ! 

: ind New England su re 
Ark Red-W r ( e ( Nev 


General Cuorrentna. That is correct. sir. 

Mr. Jones. Thev have had only six or seven meet 

Mr. Donpero. Is that similar to 1 nteragency Co ttee o} 
New England ?/ 

General CHORPENING. Somewhat similar: yes, sir. Of course, those 
two are set up, as perhaps you know, Mr. Dondero, for the purpose of 
making « ll rege rvey er our pt lire 
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As suggested in the original exchange of letters referred to above, representa 
tives of this office have discussed the requirements of your study with Mr, Cur 
ran of your subcommittee staff and additional information is now being prepared, 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H, CHORPENING, 
Brigadier Gene ral, Us x 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


Eleven enclosures, questions, and answers, 1-11 
1. Question. How are surveys initiated? 


Answer. Preliminary eXaminations and surveys fot l-wW 
initiated by the affected local people and by Congress. Citizens or local £roups 





desiring consideration of a Federal Liprovemen Tor Vik lo 0 flood-col! trol 
contact their representatives in Congress and appeal to them fol lederal 
survey The interested Senators or Congressmen 1 vy then ob iuthorization 
of a survey by one of two met! ods 
(a) If there has been no }revious examinatio! ad Vey of the er or 
harbor for which improvement is desired, an item requiring the desired survey 
i included in an omnibus rive nd harb flood-control b and 
1 actment of that nt v, the survey would | ed for accom 
I t bv the Federal Government The ex ! t ! ‘ ! may so 
ithorized by passage of a separate bill, but t lure re lly 





’ Congres i ‘ i l ) \W ( > ite 

of Representatives to pass a resolutio ‘ ‘ Board of Engi 

Rivers and Harbors or the Chief of Engineers t ke review of the 
previous report to ascet! l whether modification of pre re u endations, 
to clude the improvement des d. is advisable Phe ley ses for this 
revie authority is fully vered l ) me 3, Water uf es Law tf the 
recent report of the President's Water Resources Po ( miss 

Che preliminary examinatiol ind surveys fter authorizati y Congress, 

re assigned by the Chief of Engines to the ais ! ne ers Who 
have jurisdiction over the ea to be udied lest hie F ial 
WOrk O! hie hvestica I 

2. Que on. Tlow e proj ! ( 

Answe ( il-works r I rik ‘ 
resou e deve pments re ho ‘ iv ¢ v ~ \ @ { Q 
of Engineers gene v b e ¢ ‘ f od 

t! ind river and harl ‘ i ! | ; 
l > Works C« mittee { he HI ‘ f | ‘ “ 
included in em are those hi have be epol ( ef 
f Enginee) in rep > ed t he Ce ~ Ihe ‘ } 

np rice hs t Ss pre Si’ t I ait . : 
| I t | ! eile | [ i ol \ ‘ rile 
Works Cor thes of by 1] ~ ( ( } r it 

h eprese i ‘ f he Corps f Engi ¥ he 
l ‘ rh aguue l he k cle l int 1 ( ts 
they iy | ( the proj d I epre 
entatives t si es ( } ! es ( | li o 
present the vir Atte tt us ‘ ~ i 
S proje . ‘ ! ud ] n ‘ l il li Ihe ’ ed 

to the Congress by the Public Works Committe daft x both 
liouses of Congress and approval by the President the b be ‘ iW ind 
projects contained therein are thet thorized for co 

8. Question, What constitutes an authorized river and harbor or flood-control 


project? What are its limits? 


Answer. An authorized civil works (river and harbor or flood ntro project 
is one which has been authorized in the legislatiol I under the } cedure 


described in answer to the 


navigation, flood contr or for multiple purposes coml y navigation, flood 


control, and related water-resource developments, which ha ara | nalyzed and 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers in a report submittes he Congress 
This report is generally referred to as the project document d the legisla 
tion authorizing the project normally refers to that d ment | congressional 
document number: for example, House Document N , Kightieth Congress, 


and states that the project i iuthorized “in ( ra ‘ vitl he is nd 
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subject to the conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in the respective 
reports hereinafter designated.” 

The limits of such an authorized project are those set out in the project 
document, including the annexes and appendixes to that document which are 


usually technical in nature and are often not printed because of the volume 


involved: and because reports ure designed to present the project completely 
without reference to those papers, except in the case of persons concerned with 
technical details such as design and hydrology The limits of the project are 
generally quite specific with the intention of indicating clearly the type an 

extent of the project recommended In some of the earlier flood-control reports 


particularly in cases where the Corps of Engineers was required by Congress to 
plans fo flood control in large river basins 
such as the Ohio and Arkansas for example, the magnitude of the task and the 


investigate and report on general 


large cost and time that would have been involved precluded preparation of 
designs for specific localities, and the reports and subsequet ithorizati« 
merely provided for local flood-protection works at various ties and towns and 
systems of reservoirs on the critica fiood producing tributary 1 ers vith general 
estimates of the cost In most cases, the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers provide for modifications which may be found neces when con 
struction is undertaken 

$#. Question. What latitude for hanges and modification al 1 rized 
| ect are left to the administr 

Answer. The survey reports submitted to Congres which become the project 
documents upon which authorization of projects is based, ordinarily recommend 
projects subject to such modifications ; n the discret of i Chief of 
Engineers may be advisable Authorization under such a condition. therefore 
in effect authoyizes the Corps of Engineers to make certain project ¢1 ges and 


modifi 





The of Engineers recognizes that this hl tude for changes ne odifi 
cations of authorized projects represents an important delegat Ol ith tv and 
the corps has attempted to ¢ reise this authority ef \ I elie ‘ 
Corps of Engineers in carrying out this responsibility has considered that 

(a) Modifications and el ges of project which are necessary for engines 
ing or construction reasons to produce the degree dl ¢ f flood 7 
or the tent f navigatis mprovement intended ( eS } hie 
latitude delegated to the Corps of Engineers I mples of cl g 
shift of a da to a better locatio the provision of a greats orage cap \ 
required by more complete flood records: or shifts in ement of channels 
indicated by more detailed surveys 

4) Moderate extensions of project scope such as thos« | 
flood protection to adjacent urban areas which have developed s e tl project 
was authorized, or to provide better channel alinement ¢ arger navigation loc] 
to meet the needs of developing commerce It woul } u by neconot! | 
and contrary to the intent of Congress to construct obsolete 7 
flood protection for a part of a city he t was the j tent of ¢ nere 
authorize tlood protection for that 

On the other hand the Corps of Engineers has considered that do | 
latitude to make modifications which materially extend the scone ‘ a ‘ 
functions of thre proje t authorized by Congress 

». Question. Who approves such moditications The Chief of Eengineers? 
The Secretary of the Army? The Secretary of Defense Phe Presiden 

Answer. The Chief of Engineers approve he changes d modific s of 
civil-works projects In the older reports s ibmitted -to Congress b he Corps 
of Engineers, recommendations were made subject to “such modifications thereof 
as in the discretion of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers 
may be advisable In aetual practice the majority of the mo 
of an engineering or construction nature, or changes cleny thir he inter 
of Congress in authorizing tl project Consequently . practic tte 
there were nati pnroved J he Chief of Engines el oe he S& 
tarv of the Army Morse recent reports ree ! e this s I 4 
mendations Ibje to d i ms it he discretion of the Chis f Engines 

6. Questic« I C1 hat cir mstan s it sidere i 
proposed modification of ! thor d project to tl ‘ f « g 

Answer It nsidered ( SSiil to brit ui Prato ! clifie 
authorized mi e to the attent ! ( ngress if fiirthe ; ! fteoyr ’ Zi 
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(a) The scope or functions of the project will be materially changed thereby. 

(b) The plan of improvement will be materially changed from that originally 
authorized by Congress; or 

(c) If there are special circumstances which were not known to the Corps of 
Engineers or recognized by Congress when the project was authorized. 

There is actually no hard and fast rule that can be cited as governing the 


determination of when a project modification should be presented to Congress 


for further consideration ncreased cost over the estimate presented to Con- 
gress as a basis for authorization is not necessarily a governing factor as the 


major factors giving rise to increased costs are separate and apart from the 


intent of Congress in authorizing an improvement, and as the Appropriation 


Committees of Congress are advised of cost changes vear by year In addition, 
the committees of Congress have recognized that estimates of cost are subject 
to changes. Some examples of action taken may serve to clarify this procedure. 

The Flood Control Act of 1938 authorized flood protection at Louisville, Ky. 
During the war years substantial areas adjacent to Louisville ere developed 


which had not been included for protection in the original project. The Chief 
of Engineers considered that protection of these areas was definitely within the 
intent of Congress in authorizing flood protection for Louis e; that 


it would 
have beer I 


bad business to exclude them fr« the project and probably have to 





return and extend the project at a later date ar onsequently approved this 
modification 

On the other hand, authorized surveys of the Lake Okeechobee-Everglades 
area in Florida showed that the existing Federal project should be modified to 
extend flood protection and major drainage improvements rhis, however, 
represented 2 major extension of the work previously authorized and it was 
accordingly reported to Congress for considerat ; 

When flood-control dams and reservoirs are authorized by Congress and the 


authorization includes the development of hydroelectric power at the site the 


Chief of Engineers will approve the installation of additional generating units, 
when recommended by the appropriate Federal agencis to meet the demand 
for hydroelectric powel On the other hand, f the authorization does not 
provide for installation of hydroelectric power, but ere provisions to permit 
future power development, the Chief of Engineers \ l recommend to Congress 
that the project be modified to include the power tallati it those projects 
and would not construct the power facilities witho ngressional authorization. 

7. Question. In the opinion of the agency what additik Steps should be taken 
in the authorization procedure 

Answer. The present procedure whereby civil-wor1 | ects are initiated, in- 
vestigated, and finally authorized by Congr t) result of many years of 
legis ve experience in Congress and of experience by the Corps of Engineers 
in carrying out this procedure As it now stands, the rocedure involves some 
12 legislative and administrative steps which are set forth on the attached mime 
ographed sheet Procedures for river and harbor projects, and for flood-control 
projects are the same.) These may be summarized as follows 

Instigation by local people concerned through Member f Congress 


(6) Authorization of preliminary examinations and surveys by e+the Congress, 





either by resolution or by 
Accomplish! 


Corvus of Ene 





ent of examinations and surveys by district offices of the 
neers and review of plans and reports by division engineers, Board 


of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and by the Chief of Engineers. Continued 


contacts with local interests during the project investigation process by means 
of direct consultation and public hearings by the Corps of Engineers 

(d) Coordination of plans and reports with affected States and other Federal 
agencies concerned, as required by law and by Federa nteragency procedure. 


‘learance with the Bureau of the Budget for conformity with the pro- 
gram of the President: and transmitted to Congress by the Secretary of the 
Army with the views of all States, Federal 
Budget 

(f) Consideration by the Public Works Committees of the Congress; public 
hearings before the committees: inclusion in authorization bills: and legisla- 


agencies, al of the Bureau of the 


tive action by the Congress, leading to enactment of the bills and eventual ap- 
proval by the President. 
‘| ] l a it] orization procedure has heen considers ad slow and somew! at cumber- 


some, but it is believed that it provides the steps which are necessary to insure 


hese essentia 
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(b) The safeguarding of local and State interests: 

(c) Necessary coordination with other Federal agencies concerned with water- 
resource development; and 

(7d) Review by the executive branch of the Government for conformance with 
the over-all policies and program of the administratior 

In the opinion of the Corps of Engineers no additional steps are necessary in 
he procedure for authorization of a project ‘There are certain administrative 
improvements that have been and are being made which have tended to improve 
ind will further improve the procedure In general, these involve improve- 
ment of reports submitted by the Corps of Engineers; adoption by the various 


Federal agencies of more uniform practices for the econom evaluation of 
projects: and increasing coordination by Federal and State agencies at field 
evel as well as closer Federal! coordination at the Washington level In addi- 

n, it is believed that a much greater degree of coordination has bee and is 
eing accomplished with the Bureau of the Budget prior to submissio reports 


Enclosure 


PROCEDURE INVOLVING THE CONCEPTION, AUTHORIZATION, AND ULTIMATE Con- 


STRUCTION OF CoRPS OF ENGINEERS RIVER AND HaARBor P 


Step No. 1. Instigation of investigation by local people ho desire ne f il 
improvements Local people who desire improvements in the interest of naviga- 
on contact their respective Congressmen and Senators with an appeal for pro- 
sion of navigation facilities 

Step No. 2. Consultation by Senator or Representative with Public Works Com- 


mittee.—sSenator or Representative contacts Public Works ¢ mmittee of Sennte 
or House requesting that the commerce adopt a resolution calling upon the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to review previous reports in the same urea 
made in the interest of navigation or allied purposes with a view to determining 
whether at modification of the recommendations of the Chief of Eng ers 
contained therein are advisable at the present time with respect to the ty 
question No In the event no pre us reports have be made n the 
stream in question by the Chief of Engineers, it would be necessary to | 
item included in an omnibus river and harbor bill or separate legislation author- 
‘ing the Chief of Engineers to make a preliminary exam tion and ey of 
the stream in question 
Step No. 3. Adoption of appropriate resoluti by Pul Works Committ 
If the committee is convinced of need for a review of reports il f st 
f navigation and allied purposes, an appropriate resolution ¢ gy upol he 
Board « Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to make the review is adopted by 


he committee and referred to the Chief of lingineers for nece 


Step No } issiqnation of review of reports by Chief of f 0 CFeTS After 





formal reference of the resolution to the Board of Engine he Chief of Eng 
eers in turn assigns the review of reports to the division nd district engineers 
Whose territory the stream in question is located for a report Ni rhe 
Corps of Engineers is composed of 11 division offices and 42 distr offices, dis 
ersed throughout the Nation, each having jurisdiction er ‘ r more or 
ver basins. 
Step No. 5. Public hearings.—The District engineer in order to obtain the views 
d desires of local people holds a public hearing at a locality accessibie to all 
oneerned, Local interests are afforded full opportunity to express their views 
oncerning the character and extent of the improvement desired and the need and 
advisability of its execution. Notre.—The orderly prosecution of the investigation 


y the District engineer depends on the availability of the necessary survey 


Inds 


Step No. 6. Plan of recommended improvement The District engineer after 
efully analyzing the data obtained from lecal interests and that compiled 
hrough extensive field investigations devises a plan of improvement best suited 
r the area to be improved Improver ents usually consist of channe dredging 
nd clearing to provide greater depths and widths and construction of locks 
ind dams, jetties, and allied improvements Where feasible, provision is usually 


p 
zation of reservoir 


| 


made for the produ tion of hydroelectric power and util 


storage for irrigation and other multiple uses. Nort! A favorable recommenda- 
tion by the District engineer in any case depends on whether or not the benefits 
to be derived through operation of the plan of improvement, exceed the costs 


that will be incurred, 








~J 


-_- 
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onsidere Board of Engineers 
the report by the District 
‘views the report and endorses it to the 
notice to be issued by the 
is mailed t 


ie 


Rive 


the 


Step No. 7. ¢ ition by ” 
Upon completion of 
having jurisdiction 1 
for approval of a draft of public 


The public notice issued by the Division engineer 


engineer, 


t 


re and Harbors 
Division engineer 
Chief of Eng 

Division engineer 


yall parties known 


neers 








to be interested in the investigation It sets forth the findings of the District 
engineer and his recommendation for improvement of the locality in question 
It advises those concerned that they may appear before the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors to present their views in the matter. Nov! The Chief of 
Engineers, after the public notice has been issued, refers the report to the Board 
of Engineers for review as required by existing kl Lloweve in the case of 
faverable preliminary exan itions in which the Board cone » public notice 
is issued, und the reporting officers are instructed ma Le ed survey 

Step No. 8. Hearing by Board of Engtneers Ria Harbors The 
Board of Engineers, a permanent body sitting at Wasl I>. ¢ s required 
by luw to review exami i ind surve eports The Board holds publie 
hearings equested by ) nterests before £ nda ns to the 
Chief « eng ee 

Step No. & | f the ted S nd tL pon comple 
tion of the review of the report by the Board of Engines ! transmittal of 
I ! nendat ighetl borit the Chie I p ‘ Ter he report 
tt tn ( t s | e aff ted SLU mma » | | ve] es " et] red 
by existing ra n tl iews ecommend s concerning 
th ements discussed in the survey re Ne rhe States and Fed 
era wen have 90 days ll ch to f ard ( ( . n the report to 
the Chief of Engineers When the Chief of Engine s transmits his report to the 
(‘fongress, all con ( received n connes ol l ( wort ire appended 
thereto a i to i i wi { 

Step N Ww. 7 i] j R3 } Budg When 
the ¢ ef E nes minents of a ( e refers the report, 
togerher with the “ the Dire | if | ! the Budget for 
il dete ri bri I ws re t ons! ] ol the I ‘ A) 2Tu l ol the 
President 

Step N 1 l ort he ¢ Upon receipt of 
the , ( | ‘ he Buda the ¢ I tran its his 
, ‘ wether w ‘ } s, th h tl f tl Arm o the 
( 2) | ‘ eq ( ef Engineers 
insofar ~ ipli with th or rned 

Step No. 12. Cong ! i rhe ¢ ! Works of the 
S e and House hol n hea us 0 ‘ n . wrts sub 

tter » the ¢ ¢ tha ‘ ad fe ! ) bill 
( re ( é 1 hart I ( Lilo h ( for 
( erie fy s tl he N: he Chief 
of k1 I ‘ il exam itlons al . ifie localities. 

‘ No. 1 Req t onstruction fund In ord fo Corps of Engi 
neet col i th ed ji ( d barbor bills, 
il . ) funds fro he ner \ eS f 
be reviewed bv tl 3 1of the Budg ind if fe ‘ \ nthe I’ 
bu ns { the Tl e Comm et \ I 
tio 

Si ’ 14 | hia j f ct { ‘ I if hea 
ines bv the Cor tt \ppropria ns co le e [TD ‘ of the 
Arm Cry VW" ! roy | i bi Is Tepor ad or thre ommittes ind 
reforre f heat if rp re If the le 1 I s enacted it aw, 

ho = there! ded ti ( of Iingin nit e Const! nm of 
the p ( ont ed ere 

S » No. 15. Pre if ) ) Beft con f th e s under 
tnken. p ( heatior ad engine est I pared DY 
| ( rie engin 

Step No. 16. 7) f t d Uy. omple . ecit ions, 
i tations for bids he proposed improveme! | » prospective 
bidders Upon determination of low hidder a contract W led to the eligible 

n etor for construction of the project in ac ce h 1 plat ind 
. ( ‘ ad ST! 1 hy tt 

Sten No. 17. / f f uction of p \ ! cm t te on 
« of ‘ } 1) byergey ‘ fered hele hiy 1 





‘he 
red 
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the 
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tractol 


the project 
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t 


mobilizes his plant and equipment and undertakes the constructh of 





8. Question. What steps could be eliminated from the authorization procedure 
without impairment? 

Answet! The previous discussion has shown a numbe or steps which con 
prise the procedure leading to authorization of a civil-works project. Normally 
these steps are time consuming but actually the procedure is suthicie ly exible 
so that in the event of an emergencs and when there Is genera ivreement be 
ween local people, States, Federal agencies, and the ¢ vress as to the urgent 
need for a project the procedure can move ve! reipole Con the ther hand 
th irious steps are sufliciently restrictive so that Congress may be reasonably 
sure that projects which lack merit will be eliminated. Consequently, it is f 
hat none of these steps should be eliminated 

9. Question. What data are furnished the authorizing committee or the Appt 
printion Committee subsequent to the authorization of a projes 

Answer. With respect to data furnished the authori committe the Pu 
ic Works Committees of the Senate and House) subsequent | ithorization of 

projec these fall into two general classes: 

(a) Data furnished the Public Works Committee when 1} ( sidered tl 
1 me authorization is necessat ecause of ane he scope of the projet 

hbecntuse of othe special circumsta eS Sik as mentioned nm the imswer to 
a stion ¢ 

(bh Data in connection with what are te ad sin tl Ss. ! 
monetary ceiling or other mitation daced upon the entire program In the 
atter Case, it is necessary to furnish additiona nformation during the hear 
ings on rive nd-harbor and flood-control omnibus bills subsequent to the authe 

ing act showing the present status of the projects in the basin program, the 
appropriations made to date, the balance of monetary authorization available 
for continuation of the program, and the need for addition monetary authoriza 
tion to permit carrying the program forward. Examples of the basin authoriza 
tie! re those for the Ohio, Miss ! ind ¢ mbia Rivers ! e tl wrigina 
mnthorization ipproved the entire pial 1 i horized etary xpenditure 

t to exceed part of t1 cost This procedure has beet de applicable 
o lara a ex basin-wide proxra where " ne time ntervene betwee! 
nitiatior nad competion of he ] hy nad here Congress, thre uv the Pub 

Works Committees, | felt that conti ‘ he bi | be 
naintained during the cours f devel nt 

With respect to data furnished the Appropriation ¢ tree subsequent 
o the authorization fa projec plete and up-t mation on the 
urrent estimate of to cost it of | rk re ning 
o be done ind tere ts ft ter ¢ pent ad ol irre! ba . na her yy rtinent 

ormation are furnished to the Appropri I n (om Ttees f the Senute am 
House each ne that an appropriation is requested for init con uation 
r complet ile of the project After the projec s once sturte his usual means 
hat this tvpe of information is furnished every veur thereafter until the project 
s completed The Appropriations Committee of the Hou of Representatives 

s recently requested that this information, together with certain other inform 

norma furnished in testime be consolidated eact ear ina “plan uv 
eport” for submission to the committees This will be ne beginning in Marel 
1952 in comp nee with the committee's reque 

10. Question. What reports are rendered with the executive branch t 
icilitate control by offices exercising supe Sit ove the Chie of Engineers 

Answel Contre vithin the exe tive I h omMces exercis ys er S10 
ver the Chief of Engineers is accomplished by supervision and control of e¢ 
ain phase of the civil-works program by the Secretary of the Ar mma \ 
vie of reports in civil-works projects by the Bureau of tl Budget 
While the Secretary of the Army 1 delegated and assigned to the Chie f 
heiheers 1 cl nt the ict i ond f tire vil-works ( the S ‘ 
LeTrcises Cel Draped nt co roils I I Ost ‘ eve Sed 
! of reports Phe nual ¢ rks | pe - ite I eviewed 
mpty er of the At ! n the Office the Assistant S eta 
f the Secretary of the An dar fli vy sub tt ! 
sndget by the Secretar of the Army The Army Ce ke 
Wits tht g the Ar Andit gel vr he aj f e Seer 
e Army ust be given to otmne of fice ‘ 10 
he fic oft ‘ es ts he fui ‘ . < " 
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to the Chief of Engineers are subject to pres ribed conditions and limitations 
For example, requests for cond mnation proceedings and acceptance of options 
on land which exceed the appraised market value must be approved by the 
Secretary of the Army Furthermore, comments on legislation dealing with 
civil works, while prepared by the Chief of Engineers, must be approved by the 
Secretary of the Army and are issued over his sig 

Reports of the Chief of Engineers on civil-works projects, together with re 
ports of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the division and 
district engineers, tog ther with the comments of the iterested Federal and 
the Budget rhe Bureau of the 


nature. 


State agencies, are submitted to the Bureau of 

Budget. through its Civil Works Branch, makes a com] lete and thorough review 
of all information concerning the project and ret ders a statement to the Chief 
of Engineers through the Secretary of the Army) that the projec 
T statement, including comments 


ft is or 18 not in 


accord With the program of the President. This 
f the Bureau of the Budget, accompanies the report of the Chief of Engineers 
he project document Complete intor 


o Congress and is printed as part of t 
by the Public Works Committee 


mation is thus made available for consideratio! 
in connection With i thorization of the project. 

Furthermore, throughout the entire procedure « * planning and constructing 
civil-works projects, the Bureau of the Budget. through its review of annual 


} 


tates and recommendations for appropriation, exercises a Vel mportant 


estil 
“ontrol over the progre ss of the civil-works progra! 

11. Question. How is the priority of reports 
if surveys are authorized in a single piece of | 


determined? When a number 
ation, how is it determined 





vhich of the surveys should take priority over others: 

Answer. All reports authorized by Congress for pr ysecution by the Corps of 
Engineers, either through flo wd-control acts or through committee re solutions, 
are immediately assigned by the Chiet of Engineers to the appropriate division 
ind district engineer for accomplishment Up unt the fiscal year 1952 there 
have been made by Congress in the Army Civil Tunctions appropriations biil 
lump-sum appropriations for carrying on the flood-cot trol and river-and-harbor 
survey progran These amounts are allotted to the districts In accordance 
vith their need for funds to carry on tlhe vorkload of repo! assigned to them 
In normal times reports do not have specific priorities They are initiated by 
he field offices as they are assigned, and work is carried forward on each in an 
rderly manne! In other words, the progress on ea¢ report depends 1 ormally 

pon the nt of engineering study and field work, a ell as contacts with 
local inte! eeded to permit reaching sound conclusions ¢ the project 

Since the § mie of 1950 there has bee! nm ¢ ct a irtailment program in 
accordance with criteria established by the President In accordance with 
these criteria, whi coneern national defense a i the re ed « ilian economy, 
only those reports are being carried on which meet these qualifications There- 
fore, i the las vear and a half there have been tw sses of reports those 
ipon Which work is being carried on in accordance \ 1 the Presidential 

rite! and those which have been deferred ( ‘ 1 are move 
However, with respect to the reports which art being carriet here is no 
specific priority of one report over another and the work has been progressing 
mn ae ordance With sound engineering practice immd within the availab tv of 
funds. It should be noted that the 1952 civil fu | of the Department 

the Army contains no funds for preliminary examination ane s rvey reports, 
either for flood control or river and harbor, an t appears that all reports not 
essentially complete at this time must either be suspended or drastically 


curtailed. 
(The foregoing letter is the one referred to on page 127.) 
(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 10 


i 


a.m., Wednesday, April 2, 1952. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2, 1952 


COMMITTEE ON Puriic WorkKs, 
SPECIAL SusBcoMMITTEE To Srupy Crvin Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 
1. m.. in room 1302, New House Office Building. Hon. Robert E. Jones, 
Jr., presiding. 

Charles D. Curran, staff director. 

Mr. Jones. The committee will be in order. 

On last Friday when we adjourned the hearing of the committee 
General Pick had concluded discussing most of the items that he was 
called upon to cliscuss hefore the committee. We have today recalled 
General Pick in order that he could answer some of the criticisms that 
had been directed to the Corps of Engineers. 

General Pick, before you get into discussing individual criticisms 
that have been made of the Corps of Engineers, would you tell the 
committee whether or not the Corps of Engineers makes an exXanm- 

nation of these criticisms in order to perfect the organization of 


the corps ¢ 


STATEMENTS OF LT. GEN. LEWIS A. PICK, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS; 
BRIG. GEN. C. H. CHORPENING, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
FOR CIVIL WORKS; G. L. BEARD, CHIEF OF PLANNING AND DE- 
VELOPMENT DIVISION ; CARTER PAGE, DEPUTY CHIEF, PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION; GORDON H. FERNALD, CHIEF OF 
PLANNING AND WATER CONTROL BRANCH, NORTH PACIFIC 
DIVISION, PORTLAND, OREG. 


General Pick. You mean, Mr. Chairman, do we analyze the criti- 
cisms to see whether there is un justification and whether correction 
should be made? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

General Pick. Yes, sir, we do. We are very alert to criticisms 
which are made against the corps. We try to determine the source 
of the information. We try to determine the correctness of the in- 
formation: and, if the criticisms are well-founded we immediately 
take steps to make corrections. : 

Mr. Jones. What procedures have you set up in the corps to ex- 
amine these criticisms and make your findings in a report / 

General Pi K. We do not have any special organization set up for 
that. We have our districts furnish to the division engineers and 
to the Chief of Engineers information and statements relating to the 


i9 
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activities of the Corps of Engineers in their particular districts or 
divisional areas, and. suc h pertinent data as can be collected with an 
eXpression of opinion as to the validity or the correctness of the eriti 
he statements which may be made about 
our work or in connection with our work. That is considered in the 
division office and then it comes on into the Chief of Engineers’ Office 
Most of th it is h mndled by the head or the Chief of our C i! Work: 
Division. Important questions are brought to the attention of the 
Chief of Engineers. 


It is customary for the district and division engineers to brine to 


cISMS W hich lay be made, or t 


mv personal attention adverse reports, critical statements of one 
nature or another about our work, and also statement tend 


to indicate that our work is VOING well. 


Things of tmmediate importance are brought to mv personal atte 
tion. We do not have any special orga) zation other tl Ol Mat 
agement Division which is functioning in my office, the divisio1 
otlice. and in our districts. We are contin ally analvzZing our opera 
tions in the interest of efhiec ency. \ large organization, in my Op Mio8N, 

annot rematl na status quo. It hiss vot to he chat oO ne: it has rot 


to he alert: it has vot to by taking advant we of the new onditions as 


they occur: It has rot to be flexible. 11 not, vou get nto a rut. 
Just this morning before I came up here, Mr. Chairman, I was try 

ing to strenethen our organization to take care of situations through 

out the entire United States in an effort to determine more correctly 


whether or not the character and the quality of our administrative 
work was as up to date and as efficient as we have reason to believe that 


{ should be, Th it was brought about by a request f« l ! formation by 
one of the committees of Cor Gress, which is to make an n vestigation 
of some of our activities. I said. “Well, now, if we have got to ful 
nish all of this information we might as well go a little further to 
see if we are doing as good a job as we think we are doing.” You 
have to strenothen youl engineering organization: you have to 
strengthen youl manavement organization: vou have to strel othen 
ana keep shifting iround yout! administi itive sel iy) orde} to keep 
pace with the new problems that are given to the Corps of Engineers 
ench vear. each month. and sometimes eac h week of the month new, 
major problems are COntnNt lly COMING ‘ We « Winotf be resting 
on our laurels We have to keep striving to mprove the organiZation. 


Mr. Davis. Ma | nterject omet hing it this point. Mr. ¢ Linmian ¢ 
Nir. ONES. Nin Davi 


Mr. Davis. General, this is a fine statement ve ire making for the 
public record. but I want to put something in the record, too, this 
Mornings 

You know. a Pict who never does anvt! mw never cCritictzed, and 
I have come tothe very defi te conelusion that the engineers a ire ult 
of this eritiersm that very criticism in and of itself indicates that you 
are doing a tremendous Jol 

Qn vesterday there \ a lot of discussion about the Corps of 
he nemeers, and | fee] nad | in ready to e orre te i | itl rh 
ike that I do not recall a single perso ho had anvthing to say 
who eriticized you on the floor of the House vesterday (Juite to the 
eontraryv. some who w inted to cut very bstantia nn) from the 
appropriation bill had words of praise for the engineers I have lone 
known the el eineers hecause ther isn ast) ( th a ross ( 
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river from me. I have recognized the integrity of the engineers and 
their ability, and the personal and professional integrity of the engi 
neers. I for one have made up my mind that in my humble way I am 
just not going to stand by and let you be criticized without somebody 
talking back. 

However, | repeat my first statement. The very fact that you are 
criticized here and there indicates very clearly to my mind that you 
are doing a tremendous job, because if you were not making these 
real accomp ishments, nobody would say anything about you, and you 
would be just roc king aay rolling along. 

Mr. Donpero. Mr. Cha page ng IL add this statement: IL thought it 
Was a great copie to the ¢ ‘orps of Eneine rs that Was otlered 
on the floor of the House vesterday when Member after Member rose 
to get his survey in the bi Il somehow, so that you could do some work 
n that parti ular Member’s district. Of course, the amendments were 
ot adopted, but I thought the eauverhess that was shown on the part 
of the Members to have you come into their district ar cd do work there 
showed that they had faith and confidence in vou 

| Waht to repeat what ] said earlier in these heat nes, Phis is not 
in unfriendly committee. It isa comm ttee simply to assist the (¢ orps 

Army Engine rs, 1f we can. in some wav to avoid the criticism that 
Is eee to you, which, of course . indirectly ‘comes back and slaps 


at us. Phat isthe purpose of this committee. 


I know of the splendid work the Corps of Army Engineers has done, 


ind I know of two instances in particular. kirst, the locks at the Soo, 
and sé ondly i little project the o1 ly thing | mve ever had ZU 
vears In my district—and that is the Red Run of the Clinton River. 
It is all completed, and you did a masterly job of it. Everybod p 
there is happy about it. | want that for the public record. 


] 
Greneral Pr K. Mr. Chairman, my | NH Ke A ODservallol it ft ~ 
pont ¢ 


Mr. Je NES. Yes, indeed. 


(Greneral Pr K. You know. there 1s } lot of eriticisn of t ie ¢ orps of 
Kngieers. There is a lot of criticism written and published. I s Ip 
pose that you have also noted that members of the Corps of Ey eimeers 
very rarely, 1f ever, have al y comments to make ol t lose crit mis. 
I would like to say to the committee, and I would like to get it into 


the recora, that the ¢ Orps ot Kneineers as ah organization, ol the 


ndividual members of the COrps, hold no malice toward the people 
who eriticize the Cor ps of Kngoimeers, We do not get mad w ith people 
because they criticize. One of the reasons is because we do not ac ept 
the « riticism as being of a personal nature, but rather ai iftempt t 


liscredit the organization to such an extent that it would cause the 


> 


rganization to be done away with. The criticism is not at the Corps 
of Engineers, in our opinion. The Corps of Engineers is the vehicle 
most readily available fo carry the « riticism of people who oppose for 
one reason or another individual undert: ikings by the people them 
se Ives, by the politics il subdivisions of a State, or co intv., or the Na 
tional Government itself. . 

[f a project is to be built in the Potomac River down here, and some 
body does not favor that. they do not eriticize the Cor gress for do ny 
t. The v criticize the ¢ Corps of Engineers, even though the Congress 
had directed the survey to be made and a report written, and the report 


5 submitted to Col oress abl ad if 1s adopted hy the (‘9 owress, and the 
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Congress appropriates the money for th work, and the Congress 
directs the ¢ Orps of Engineers to go out and build the project. The 
opposition to the particular undertaking does not take the form of 
criticizing the Congress or anybody else. It criticizes the Corps of 
Engineers. 

We do not think that such criticism 1s directed at us, so we do not 
accept It. 


Mr. Jones. General, do you not have any impatience with those who 
are untruthful ? 

General Pick. Su 

Mr. Jonres. Do you not have in patience with those peo] le who bass 
their criticisms upon an untruth! 

(7weneral Pi K XY t! itis p rectly | . that we da 
sll 

\] Smiru. Mr. ¢ urmanh. 

NI JON M Smith 

\I SMITH {yy ral. 1 read one | ] ! ere vesterday 
Cor} f Engines rful by 1 
the Conere \\ ( L | Vy ji | Oo hna out lat 
Li ) y repre [ 

Mr. Davis Yo iV i Wil publi ea ( e of our papers? 

Mr. Smitu. One of the papers owned by Scripps-Howard. 


Mr. Davis. Oh, 1 Scripps-Howard papers 

Mr. Smiru. ‘They used the term that the Corps of Engineers is the 
most powerful LODDY 

Ceneral Pick. I think that statement was made by a man who is 
dead and wone now, ind I do not like to resurl the dead or any of 


their acts, but it was made by Mr. Ickes in a foreword to a book which 


was written by a man who has very great culty in agreeing with 
mi of our people's philosophy of g “We do n ept 
that criticis g¢ applied to u Wi t lobb: No 
committee of Congress has ever called t Chief of Engineers to task 
and sa d t! Ate Y« il are breakit o the | De e ¥ 1 hay t oes 
registered a Li Ving OrganiZatiol 

the Corps of Engineers has a very ortant re¢ ( [ ty If 
the ny org ition of Governm« I be \ { required 
to wo ind with the people and the ¢ oO und the Executive 
and the National Defei stablishm«e other branches 
ot the Government, 10 18 e ¢ rps of Eng eel 

Mr. Davis. Will the gentleman yield for a moment ? 

Mr. Somiru. Yes. 

Mr. DAvIs. You do not have to go out ind lobbv for work he ause 
the record shows t it Vv have aut iorized about Suv projects for con- 
ctrl )] ! i ( ‘ ot given ithe ey ( ao not ive to 
90 Ou and look for work You have so much work now that if we ]usl 
had the money to give vou and 1f the Congre . voura appro] riate the 
money you would have still more and more to do. You certainly do 


not have to go out and lobby for work. You already, have it and the 
Conger gave it to yo 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, I was just going to add that in the 
early part of these hearings I had advocated cutting down the back 
log of work, and perhaps eliminating or postponing indefinitely some 


t 


ot the project whi h have already been authorized for construction 
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by the Corps of Engineers. Surely we do not have to vo out and 
lobby for work. Surely we are not pressurized by Members of Con- 


gress to get us to recommend work, as is sometimes charged against 
us. In my ov veal Sin the Corps of Kneineers | have nevel had a Mem- 


ber of Congress come to me and urge me to give him a favorable report 
on any project that he had an interest in. Never in my life have I 
been approached by a Member of Congress to ask that we submit a 
favorable report. 

I have been asked many times, and many other e1 vineer ¢ flicers, as 


well as the Chief of Engineers, have been urged by the Members of 


Congress a d civilians in their district to expedite O ee 
render a report. We do that insofar as our capabilit : entree: 

I think that people who are more interested in doing something els 
or are more interested in obtaining control of the work w pothesis 

signed to the Corps of Engineers by the Cong agit 
people who would like to see changes made: who \ oS 
the control of this great river and harbor and flood | . 
ee nothing to be gained by it except that 1 — 
( f [ qd sta (rovernment i Ue Pa 
that is now being carried on by the Corps of Engineers, if you allowed 
sone ot these interests who resort te writing crit naate : _ 
Corps of OF mineers, tO Gain contre oT this larg \ er rm awe 
velopm«e nt program. 

I believe vou are getting a good job done I believe t] it constructive 


criticism is good for our organizatio ind cood for the country. We 


, , 
2 ! o l ‘ Oo 
] ) 
organizations t it ] ' ever had anything to do ind if Cally 
LSUurp! eto me sometimes how oreal ition oT type can! 1 
| = 
tain itself ar mmaintan fs morale and cont ne Tt or} I} en 
Tive nary iis} ery ove ~ ma =the orr'e if oO! \ oy T i? " 
’ 
ins—how they can maintain a strong orgat ti t continue t 
Wo! thy face of the very verv J ous I \ } i | 1es 
( rected at the orga ition 
} 
I ive Pe] na dual ind I ive ef ofhies ' e proposa oO! 
| ] 
VCTIN es been seriously eriti i I ha C< of Eng 
' ' 
neers organizations work day and night for wee time W 
, ' . ’ 
eritie oT the ¢ OTDS WAS pNelIng’ 1 ci ind Wo! loy r hy ? r ? ne 
7 ] tT 
if etves ( pl eves a rahe To « peo! ( 17 l idiv to 
I ! 
c » | ry wih the invs vor doy Whe rey «| Tri 
iter 1 le normal aay WOTK, The ict ot C¢ e the respol t1es 


ndicated that they should keep working because there was a flood 


running, or some important work was necessary to get the job done. 


irry out their responsibilities without anv loss of 


time or anv loss of efficiel ‘v. and ft] : v did it without extra pav To! 
t] r efforts. Chat 1 l he face of ad e criti people v ) 
did not show any responsibilitv with the Corns of ] nee! o did 
not represent the local people who were not eve ? t of the ray 

munity, but who lived in some other part of the country and who it 
many mstances had philoso hie ot vovernment ff rent fro Mh the 


osophy of government of the Corp of Engineers ind the Coneress 
of the United Stetes and the people. 
We do not accept such criticism because we do not believe that it 


he ne directed at us as an organizatior of the Government oT the 
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United States. We think that. criticism is more correctly directed at 
the Congress and at our philosophy of government. A man by the 
name of Maass wrote a book. This book directed criticism at the 
Corps of Engineers. The author knew perfectly well he was only 
trying to build up in this country through this book and through his 
journalistic courses at Harvard University, his philosophy of govern- 
ment, which is a greater centralized authority in the executive branch 
of the Government, ignoring the demands and the wishes of the people ; 
ignoring the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, if a careful study of that book is made, I think you 
will come to the conclusion that the Corps of Engineers is not the 
body that is being eriticized. Criticism of the Corps of Engineers 
is the vehicle selected through which to peddle t e philosophy of 
Government of a small and effective group who have been able to 
gain aceess to the archives of this great Government of ours to select 


and use to their advantage any information which ean be found in 
the writings and savings of the leaders of those vai ous sections of 
Government, that is not generally available to all of the people of 
the United States 

Mir. Joni 3. General Pick. let me ask one questiol he author of 
Muddy Waters as I have read it, leaves the thought In my mina that 
the ¢ hief of the Corps of En neers and t ie Corps of Engimeers bypass 

‘ ’ 


mthnoritv vested nh you Dy the President ol the United States. 
the present Presiade nt of thre United sstates evel made anv com 


plat t to vou as Chief of the Corps of Eng eers or to any of yout 
subordinates that implied discipl ary action against Vou ol unvbody 
In the corps ¢ 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, the present President of the United 
states has heve CYiLiclat | anv activities of the ( I} ot Kknemeers 
to me. I have occasion to go to see him quite oft He sends fo 
me to discuss matters wh ly dae S iIntere Whi we have a re 
SPpoOnsip lity Never have I bee l ead Of urping any power ol 
the executive branch of the Gove) ment, or anv responsibilit of the 


\ 
execul ve branch of the Government, or any branches of the executive 


branch of the Government, or any of the responsibilit es of the Con 
OVress, [ have not received anv criticism from the Chiet Kxecut ve ot 
our Nation on invthineg hn connection with our work, or any other 
activity. Phat statement ! that book erroneous, ma the writel 
knows it. 

Mr. DONDERO Some members ave had flerent tern ipplied 


to t, not quite so cultured 

Mr. Smiru. General, I read the book Muddy Waters. Of course, 
I do not know too much about whether some of the statements are 
erroneous or not, but basically it would seem to me the differences 
with the Corps of Engineers or, rather, the attacks made on the actions 
of the Corps of Engineers in that book result pn marily from conflicts 
between the legislative and executive departments of the Government 
and not from any failure of the Corps of Engineers to carry out its 
job. The basic attacks there, I think, overlook the fact that views 
contrary to the policy adopted by the Corps of Engineers and the 
action followed by the Corps of Engineers were not those of the 
Congress of the I nited states. Any Department of the Government 
is torn between the pressures made by the Congress and the pressures 
made by the executive department. 
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1 think if you get down to a broad generalization of it, for mstance, 
on something like the Kings River, that the differences there boil 
down to something like that. Is that not true? 

General Pick. I am convinced, and I tried to say that a few minutes 
ago, sir. that this criticism that is made in that book of the Corps of 
Engineers is not being directed at the Corps of Engineers, because 
the writer knows that the Corps of Engineers has no responsibility 
which would allow it, or has no authority which would allow it to 
do the things that he claims were done by the Corps of Engineers i1 


that book. 

Mr. Smirnu. Much is made of several actions taken by the Congress 
that happened to be contrary to the views or wishes of some execu 
tive department. Ot Course, the ( Onvress Is always free tot uke any 


action it Wants to contrary to the wishes of any departme! De ihe 
effort is made there to assume that the Corps ot eng heers Inspired 
the different actions on the part of the ¢ ongress. That. as we have 
pointed out earlier, is contrary to all the facts when they talk about 
the (¢ orps of Engineers controlling Congress. 1 think the various 


policies of the corps about approving projects, and so forth, provides 
some check upon the Congress insofar as what the Congress would 
do with the water policy as well as the sound checks that are mad 
by all the agencies involved. 

General Pick. I agree with you, sir. 

Mr. SMITH. To go back a little bit further regard to these attacks 
on the Corps of Knoineers. Of Course, a lot ot them originate wW th 
people who want to centralize and control the wate policy. Not 
only to centralize it in one department of the Government, but to 
lessen the control of the Congress ove) the wate) porcy at least insotfat 
its spelling oul the specific policy to be followed Is ( oncerned., How 
ever, the attacks that are made which attract the most attention are 
not made by these people. The atta ks that attract the most attention 
are those such as this new spaper arth le we mentioned that came out 
vesterday. They are made in some of the great national publications 
that consider themselves and their philosophy of government con 
pletely contrary to that generally voiced by these people who support 
the centralized water policy. Il think those are the ones that are hav Ing 
the most effect in developing a national atmosphere that is not cor 
ducive to the best development of a sound water progran through 
the (Congress. 

Do you not think that these publications and some of these business 
Froups that have attacked the spending on water progratis have been 
victimized, willingly, or unwillingly, or unwittingly, by the propa 
gandists like the fellow who wrote Muddy Waters ¢ 

General Pick. I am positive that that is why the book was written. 
Il am positive that influential people who are interested in changing 
Federal policy, or attempting to usurp powel themselves, have beer 
instrumental in vetting books like that written. 

For instance, the St. Louis Post Dispatch ha been very much 
opposed to the wa the work ls being handled in the \l ssour Basin. 
That Isa great hewspaper, and I think that it is perfectly proper 
for a great newspaper to adopt a policy and follow up that policy. 
Yet there have } een two of then staff writers who have written books 
on the Missouri River Basin to dramatize the policy which has been 


established by that great heWspaper. I am positive that the first 
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book was written perhaps by people who were interested in having 


the theories of river development thoroughly 
book was on the 


discussed. The second 


same subject and came up with the same conclusion. 


Now, I am positive that both books were written to keep the sub- 


lect alive: to keep the theory before the | 
that people who believe in that method of h 


work are agitating all the time to get publicity 


I do not think that the people who vo deeply 
to resort to severe criticism such as has be 
for nstance. m the artich that vou reterl 
necessary to heap ( mona parti ulat 


ora their t! 


Lf 


ePOTies. 


tT. ¢ Xpoune 


you believe that the Columbia Basin \ 


not by the organizations that are handling 
orvanization, | ao not see anv reasol wi! \ 
do not believe that vou would be justified oO 
the people or organizations that happen De 
there under proper legislative thority 
iv ft it the age) e who ire dome the Vv 
{ } Vou Iie chance 
No \ I vel Lit at pabl OT Go 4 
t+) crot <7 el \ ‘ ta ‘ 
whet] er ol! ot Vol waht to oe mornel ra 
to effect e philosopl ot govel 
e] ly dl the tL} Ol Ol If ve iW | 


iQ hy rh ( y pa ne a LW i 

heve t | mth \\ r Conser's tio} prog! ) | 
be turned over to a group of people to car 
ditferent philosophy of government fro 

n mv opinion is an entirely different pro} 


the tt ks on the Cor} of Eno ineer 

tioned the alleged proclivity of the Corp 

thing by building big dan is there 
iff ieks ve hee made hy pe ple vho re ii 
1S order te renerate power } vdiclit nt 
General P No, sir. I do not 

S Al ( » 7 17 } the | ted States ibe 

Plect! power oT the | ! ted States, | 

portio of ne } \ l that e are going to 

i 

t wo? 4 have Vv treme! ( effect. ! | ve 

people. I think the power people would lik 


projects ire se 


1} 
if they could. A lot 


much money for private power p onle t na 
i do not kno hat would have happe 
war if we had not } t}, leetriy pow } 
I am positive that we would not have had all 
the private power companies had been giv 
I do not believe that they ould have fina r 
of cost roo oreat ] heli ve the hig Pp Vel 
built now I ain po it ve that th big } we 
uilt now on the Missouri River would no 


people; and | 
ind! 


] ] 
nave no doubt 


ling this reclamation 
for that theory. But 


| 
into such theories need 


Lone some Writings, 
0) | i¢ not} think It 1s 
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ears by private power companies, because t hey 
I believe 


nem. 


However. 
companies build steam plants in 


and 


I 


expect 


that electric power, because I am positive it 
Have not some of the 


} 
I 


Mr. SMITH. 


pon the Corps of Engineers or! 
rojects ‘' hich have been approved after sui veys nia le 


good many of them, in fact? 


levelopments, and they continue to oppose the 


Gener: 


PVeLOD por 


] 
il 
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ips 
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Yes. 


here ire 


There 


in the country that have rea 


organizi 


are 


itis 


attacks 


il 


1} 


whole | nited states who have 


em much. 


Mr. Sur 


ere 1s quite 


in odd 


i coulition 


- Ooh the col 


assortment of 


} 
I 


re not opposed as strenuou 
me of them themselves 
moments because t} if TO 
i 
[ They Oppose them al 
Hu. In other words. what | 


of peopl wi 


reansons, 


) 


Lppe 


ire doing as a result of the directives 


by wav of laws and appropriations passed by 
That is correct. 


(7e] eral 


Pick. 


ssion’s report and the task 


article for the Saturday Evenin 
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ment that Governor! 
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ye O} le 
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1 
ro\ rnor of Wvoming, 


May I just say this: A lot of these organizati 
publie and write about us, as I have said before, I 
ot criticizing the Corps of Engineers eCa 
reanizations work verv closely with us. We know a 
1O are raged 0 thi: vork and we work - 
We helped them out manv times with m ny of the } 
rked very close together, for instance, in the 1 or 
king corrections in waterwavs to facilitate ( oO} 
orked very closely with them, but we do not ec e] 
é ne tl r ert m t the Corps of Ene 
oine¢ the veh ] Tie oO get To ry 
Mr. Jones. Of course, when we undertook 1 
rf Water Resource Policy Comiisst 
( Hoovet ( 4 mission’s stucly ana the | f 
ereports, Lich we have wone ove! very thorough 
of that natural resources task force was the ex-( 
Leslie A. Miller. 
General Pick. Yes. 
Mr. Jones. It had a difficult time trying to s 
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Now, listen to this: 


By various grants of authority from Congres <tended its power an 
influence into n field n service ¢ the plu h areas 
river-und-harbor improvements and thood contre 


Isthat not unusual 7 Let me read a little bit more: 


Theoretically, the Corps is responsible té e Secret of the Army an 
through him, to the President In practice ci worke out that the engi 
neers deal directly with Congress itself, often arrogant gnoring, as has 
been demonstrated in many instances, the express wishes of the Commande 
in Chiet It has become hard to tell now who is the muaste hngzress or the 
Corps of Engineers—for, though Congress provides the appropriations for these 
rich and often wasteful engineering project he corps provides the modus 
operandi and the excuse for the spending of billions on the projects that brins 
such jov to the home districts of the 1 ers-nnd-t bors oc 4 l ressmen 


Listen to this: 


For instance, when the rivers-and-harbors appropriations bill for fiseal year 
140—the largest in histor incidentally ip before Congress, Senator 
Bridges, then Appropriations Committee chairman, and Senator Taft, ther 
majority leader, each asserted publicly that $200,000,000 could be lopped off 
the proposals with no harm to the Nation’s welfare hid their influence preva 
Indeed not the bill passed the Senate by a3 to ] 


Now, what did the Corps ol Engine rs do to vet the Senate to 
vote 3 to 1 over Senator Taft / 

General Pick. Not anything, sir, and he knows perfectly well that 
his statement is not true, as many other statements in his article are 
not true. He knows perfectly well that he was interested in wate) 
resource development projec ts in his state as well as other sections of 
the country, and his State is still vetting the benefit of these wate 
resource development works. He knows pel fe thy well that as (FOV 
ernor of the State of Wyoming he advocated this development in his 
state. Most of it has been irrigation. 

Mr. Jones. As I recall it, he pled guilty to that 

General Pick. That is right. 

Mr. JONES. But | wonder what the ¢ orps oO1 Engineers h id to do 
with the Senate voting 3 to 1 on it? You do not take harge ovel 
at the Senate and run that thing. do vou 7 

General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. JONEs. They were expressing the will ¢ r the people of this 
country. 

General Prick. Yes, sir. My observation is they vote their own 
minds on the floor over there, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Did the member officers of the corps or the civilian em 
ployees of the corps Imply to any of the Senators that they were voing 
to be beaten in the next election if they did not vote against the Taft 
Bridges Ferguson bill to cut that $200,000,000 / 

General Pick. No, sir. We do not take any part whatsoever in 
politics In any State, and. Mr. Chairman. I do not think we have eve1 
been accused of that. 

Mr. Donpero. I do not think vou have been accused of it in the 20 
years | have hee] here. 

General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I am sorry, General Pick, that we do not have time to 
evo into this very, very important article that appeared in the Satur 


dav Eve) Ing Post I an quite sure we will not have an opportunity, 
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and no one will have an opportunity, to refute any of the statements 
made in the Saturday ey ening Post and so, like so mat \ other thi nos, 

roan we will not have a forum in which to make reply to the charges and 
: statements: but I feel contident and | feel sure that vou will not be 
responsible any time that the Senate votes three to « ne on any thi g 
It you are, YOu W ill be the first one. 


and General Pick. Mr. Chairman, we have answered most of those 
engl points mn the data which has been submitted to the Ommiittee a nad 
s has iN hich we ha Ve aske cl to he included In) the record. 
“ere Mr. Donpvero. Mr. Chairman, I was handed a brief statement wl 
these | think Mr. Curran knows about, asking for some information o1 
nodus enehit and cost procedure, | wonde i we might hand this to the 
bring engineers and let them consider it and give us such informatio i 
they can at some later date. 

Mr. Jones. Yes. These are information data on projects and at 
naa evaluation that will be contained in the survey sheets. All they need 
nator a recomptlatl 1 
then General, I want to thank vou and the mem rs of your staff for 
sail spending so much time with us. The subject is long and difficult and 

our endeavor to try to con up with something that will work to 
; he advantage of not only the Congress, but the people of the United 
gthaes States, we want to thank you again for your fine and magnificent 
that manner In which you have approached this entire subject. Thank 
SORE Vou very much. 

3 — General Pick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
ong Mr. Donprero. And they cooperated 100 percent. 
ns of General Prox. Thank you. — 
vatel : . , , ; 
(FOV Mr. Jonres. The subcommittee Will adoyurn unt ( ock tome 
: row Morning. 
n his Whereupor ~ at 11:05 a. m. the subcommittes fourned until 10 

m. the following day, Lhurs lay A pl 13. 1952. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 1952 


CoMMITTEE ON Pusitic Works, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE TO Srupy Crvit Works, 
W ashinaton. DD. '.. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:05 
1. m.. In room 1302, New House Office Building. Hon. Robert E. Jones. 
Jr., presiding. 

Charles D. Curran, staff director. 

Mr. Jonres. The committee will come to order. 

On yesterday when we discontinued the hearings, General Pick, 
I believe you said you had some additional information that you would 
like to review shortly or have placed in the record ¢ 


STATEMENTS OF LT. GEN. LEWIS A. PICK, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS: 
BRIG. GEN. C. H. CHORPENING, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
FOR CIVIL WORKS; G. L. BEARD, CHIEF OF PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION; CARTER PAGE, DEPUTY CHIEF. 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 


General Prick. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I asked permission yesterday 
to prepare a memorandum on the improvements in procedures made 
by the Corps of Engineers since the war, and especially since I have 
been Chief of Engineers. I have a short statement here, Mr. Chair 
man, in which I have listed what we consider the important things 
that have been put into effect, and have listed some of the facilities 
which we have now for self-analysis of our organization in order to 
promote economy and efficiency in our operations. 

| request permission, Sir, at this point, to have inserted in the record 
this memorandum on that particular subject. 

Mr. Jonrs. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The memorandum entitled “Improvements in Procedures Made 
by Corps of Engineers” is as follows:) 


IMPROVEMENTS IN PROCEDURES MApDE BY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


rhe Corps of Engineers is and has been constantly engaged in what may be 
termed “self-analvsis” and has taken many steps in recent years to improve its 
own procedures for administration of the civil-works program. It has welcomed 
constructive criticism from outside its organization and has effected a number 


of improvements us a result of such criticism. Some of the more important 
hanges and udvances that have been made along organizational, engineering 
fiscal, and management lines are as follows: 

The engineering staff of the civil-works divisions, Office of the ©] ef of Icn 
eers, has been greatly strengthened to handle the many mplex ef 


p oblems which have developed is the civil-works program has 
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to provide proper supervision and guidance to field offices engage in the work 
In 1929, when the 30S studies were being placed under wav and before flood 
control work was undertaken as a Nation-wide responsibility, the forerunner 
of the present Engineering D ion was staffed with about three or four en 
heers Now that Division includes about 50 engineers and geologists, many 0 
whom are leaders in the various branches of engineeri g ( works enginee! 
ing is discussed in chapter XI of the report on the civil-works program submitted 
to the subcommittee by the Chief of Engineers 

Planning and reporting procedures have been g { 1 ved by the corps 
m its own initiative and on the basis of exp me r he | - 
vears. Survey reports now submitted to Congress | e been improved until they 
ire far superior to t se prepared Yand pris he pres } ne 
procedures were phitiated These eme nm pl | ed ‘ e ft 
result of a series of it ructior te AR ai vas' Wo 12 «7 proceeding 
up to the present t e, covering estimating, ¢ no ( ‘ ‘ in 0 
ordination with other agencie (See chapter V of ! e Feder Civi 
works progral ) 

Basie h rolo data necessary for pl } eatly 
iugmented by the or! studies initiated | Tps INST and y cv 
pera e meter log and storm studies u United 
st s Weathe Bure eginning in 13S | works funds 

ile f f We: r Bureau nd by t ad ¢ ng of 
vinta COOP n with the United States Ge Su 

In 1947, as soon as possible after World War Il e ( ' | eers issued 
complete revision of its orders and regi ) ne | e and 

orporate mat ssary chat ind imp a lairby irdng 
project formulation, cost estimating, and bene . lvses 

The corps hi: been con en lmproving est ting procedures Dy 

a Requiring in 1948 ft t estimates pre ed field otfices be reviewed il 
the field by repres tive f the Office of the Chief of Engine 

(b) R yUIPITn:Y On tl experienced ¢ v Pel who desigus 
nd cost estimates prepare s ey-report 
' Re I I ‘ he Otnee ¢ etl | t = t eC] rt 

‘ ! | sem ¢ reports »> the B l | f Rive na 
Harbors 

| eng ( and 
cuide spe catio to aid est int field . XI] pend 
H of 0 he Federal ci orks prog 

The ¢ \\ k I) f the Offices | ad the 
istr tior e} res ] 4 e obije f ini! 
! t lic t 

u the ve ) the Mas nt [DD \rl complete 

iy the ore ! ric PX ¢ ( | ¢ ad me up 

ily MO re ne < yf Se f 4 eq) ) } 

‘ f ) ements 1 CIstrh 

| I 1%) . "i | { ~ 

‘ al {) Chief er f 

ed ‘ th espons ‘ ‘ 

lhe ¢ ‘ oO] ‘ n er Comptro the ¢ | eS I 
cdlies ‘ | ( ent use ¢ t's v 
( I dd n, each st a sion conducts ene clic 

An Inspector Gene tl DI priate a { ! eld offices is bee 

sts ed f hy ( ys y 2 ‘ ‘ , 

tie d procedul I or ti ( 

During 1950 the investig e staff of the rT \ppropriations of th 

Hlouse of Represet es n le exh es e { W . 
vities of the f eers. This s dated Jat » 
1 e 2 ‘ I end r corres ged ‘ he ‘ 
( es of the ¢ ps of Engine f Ad pl 
Wh ha ¢ 4 < 1 ame | , ‘ 

he investig ‘ iff tl es ‘ ‘ ‘ le 
I the re endations of the i eStig tT ve ctive 1) 

( at he ¢ 1» ft 1 eel id pre ‘ Kk ‘ ns 
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pointed out by the investigators. In other cases, the Corps has been able to p 
fit by the recommendations and institute procedures to meet them. The Corps’ 
position and action on these recommendations is set forth in full in appel dix kk 
to the report of the Federal civil works program 


The record on the whole was as follows with respect to the 26 recotnmendations 
Concurrence 1b 
Partial concurrence yA 
Nonconcurrence 7 
No comment 

Lot 4 

Che change hich the Corps | | iKil ‘ 

s of the estigative staff include 
a) Provision of planning repor for use b pproy ‘ 
Expediting the SSui ne of engines gy mal s { (iy Wort 
ble in more ible form the many ins ns and g ‘ ft 3 
V h are outstanding 

( Instructions simpli i dl I ¥ certal d 
| ceaure have een issued 

The Corps of ngineers has ree nized CSS ete g 

ks improvements are perfor e the fun ns ‘ ( 

nd for whicl ey were au rize by ¢ gres it } ‘ a | 
‘ piled col ercial statistics ¢ pp ~ l I l . il 
inalyses of representative projects. It als eeps records of flood mage pi 
vented and othe benetits of flaw . rit i ement I aleve! lit t ‘ 
quacy of these rks and as an aidt plannil procedt 

Phe Chief of | neineers hold regula ( Tere ol ( I ‘ h ™ 
which problems pet hing \ | Lit ! e give 
onsideratior nd it ructions ! p ‘ i I ‘ ‘ 

The procedures discussed above and ‘ ‘ proced | f 
Corps of En ‘ e con t nde ! ! 
re il tuted freq il re ‘ ‘ 

ilyses nue an ‘ ect ve 


squa ers Billion It no articl ritte the Corps of | 

el iclivitie yn) ft CIV-E k ! es { 

Vé if feo? | i t¢ Vel Ome oOo f e ‘ lq? 

! Ol j T< kk if f me ft { oO ect te 

rat prea lar art by Mr. Mil 

Mr. Jones. General, does it take up various p 
Lan ( l iVs tirke }) e Val S ports / 

( ral Pieok. It takes up t \ ts } ' 

f «fl r brought out ‘ ‘ | ‘ t ‘ \ ots ‘ 
eC COnITTeS 

Vin iy \ Ro Nin ( I) te ive l l ect 
Greneral Pick | do not think t “does. sll ‘4 nik it Ss very 
niplete 

\ [) N DER I t ought f it clid e) eC Wwe Ve el) 

ered parts as true, 

(rene Pick. Yes, sir. I think it very compilets ! 

\ J s, Without objection the document will be nu orporated 11 
e record 

i ) i t entitled “Analy ol i hie Battle | il Squander 
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The article entitled “The Battle That Squanders Billion which appeared 
the Saturday Evening Post of May 14, 1949, is, if ken fac ilue, a damaging 
indictment of the Corps of Engineers and « e Bureau of Reclama nu, but 
largely of the corps. It was written by Mr. Les \. Mille mel! Chairma 
Nati il Resources Committee of e Lloove ( ! 1 eX I f 
Wyoming 

rhe article is sensational, as its title hicats ha pre ( ( 
calculated to unde! ne public ontfidence j } ( 1 lkengine 
mportant ede ity It appeurs nec sar ‘ fore evie ! ‘ 
to show its true e and arrive at the f sil , | d the 
followin paragray which covet il of the \I \I 
Chie harges mad him 

l iv seve eagues and I were mazed l el \ | 
the situation rea how billions are bei sq ere ! ! rally 
eng ered project 

This broad ch e is not supported by an l 1 su} rte 
There h e Dec i tew project f tl Federal We progran vi | ve 
not produced the benefits anticipated; but on the whol h Fede vatior 

nd flood-control programs ha I luced pul nefits far in.exce f thei 
costs and genera exceeding the erie tS a pated whel ( were a I rized 
Furthermore, the entire Federa ppropriation for the « vorks program since 
IS24 amounts to ab 1.9 D . During t] 12S-y« | 1, tl pproy i 
t n has bee utilized s follow 

4 
(1) Improvement ! maintenance it 20 ct ommere« harbors, to 
provide this « with e best marit e port f es in the 
orld - 4 
2) Great Lakes } bors (151), a cone ! hannels, which togethe 
fford insport I Lie d Midwes t 
4 | rovem e 2S.000 f inial nad sta vate 
Vays \ h form an essential part of rt ns rta sten nd 
have 1 re ! paid for hems S mu hene 7 
(4) Constructio1 f ep ect for th 1 co ’ i ni h 
uvia ‘ eM sippi Rive ret ned 
se bene ( rv dollar el d 9 
7) Pre t utic | he enera t ( I ) }) I ~ { pierte 
‘ CT i } ram h Ve I ee ( ( I 10 
lmages ed and other benefits over ] he nd are 
! ( s at the rate of $1.35 for eve é ( 2. ¢ 
( Old i ord trol w ( . 
Su] ~ ‘ rt ( ‘ eG 
7 I ( el ) til I é ‘ 
rine ’ I (] 
( {7 ! ‘ (i Tis } 
' 7 ) 

Nol of tl ‘ ‘ ) \Iy Wille 

leves. and ‘ ‘ ( rineer nee o | ‘ 
hi qui I ’ ! 1eT 
progera I ed e spe I ‘ e! i 
n { l ) he ] ! oncer!l 

2. “John Q. 1 it, 1 ( place 
his nam osig te 2 TOG 500000 r} 7 
‘ ted Sethe Cea vate ‘ ] a ve or " ‘ ' ’ 
ti ul plan y y nd oes i ! LTT TOO C00 spe n 
proje rene omy ar nit 1 ite ti 
the « ines r the R imat Bureau 

Later in 1 ! eM Miller entifies the f ’ : 
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This information was furnished by the Chi 
Malone of the Public Works Committee of the 
quest for an over-all picture of the potentia 
velopment in the United States. The memor 
Engineers plainly indicated that the figure w: 
the magnitude and scope of water-resource pt 

was not a program proposed for authorizat 

| 


more than half of the total figure of 852.70 
inge plans which were in effect a gene n 
ereiy to give an approXxitation of the ] 

development.” 
In furnishing similar 
Commission in 1950, the C 


gures to the Pre 





Such an estimate may be useful 


WORKS 


ef of Enginee 


senate in Au 


‘andum furnishe 


is being prese} 


oblems 


e summary included local plans of improvement 
O00 000) repre 


entoryv of 


obable 


dent's W 


of Engineers warned that 


o ie te fur t 
ecessary, but it is an estimate which should be handled w 
knowledge of its limitations At best it can be conside a 
howing the magnitude of this problem and its broad scop 
Mr. Miller used the figure in his article in a sensational 
explanation and with the implication that represented 
be undertaken by the Federal Government It w neve 
posed by the corps 
It has not been inspiring to witness the mant wl 
f Engineers, a body of soldiers supposedly responsible te 
Chief, the President, has engaged in undisguised politica bl 
President’s wholly admirable efforts to reduce the high cos 
this field.”’ 
rhe Corps of Engineers has made no eff deft | P 


reduce high costs of Government in the field of 


sumably, Mr. Miller is referring to the recommendations of 


sion to transfer the civil functions of the Denart 


ment of the Interio Che Corps of Engineers did ne greet 
would result in more efficient or economical conduct of the 
By letter of February 7, 1950, addressed to the Director of t] 
tury of the Army fter extensive personal study su] rte 
if, recommended against this transfer, and no furthe 
t the President to put the r« Mmmendation to ellect 
$. In co entil 7) ick of congression ction « h 
en endation to “str he Corps of Engineers of its 
| h the A loes not elong.’ Mi \l ‘ states 
I realize iowever, how mgingly these Congressme 
e( rive s-and-l rs pi ( k por he h ’ = 
to think it is the privilege t estow 
Che Corps of E ( l ho print ure 
( works projects | the ed Cong ‘ ( 
ied \ i wil l es fi g rift 
f ed tions of he s of Fed ‘ 
Proje nuthorize by Cong ! he . 
("} I r bungine ~ cle ( 
eview 1 recomme ition! t I l Engine 
i rs () } f f ti ( mime! it ! ad hy the 
been unt ible to Fe aD ‘ In efte 
i m1 ( S we l e Corps ¢ ! i 
| OcesS 
Mir. Mil hat the princi | ges } ke 
eers and the Bureau of Re imation a these 
“The ty neles are so y I é S tf eacl tl 
I wi ‘ Sele ’ “ Srey neg YD 1} 
t ry is h ( ~ 
‘ ‘ projects 
tte he ngs t e | AD ) 
e Tlouse f nd \ nswered it 
Mr. Lineweave Sic of Recla H 
page’ 331 « hearings on Interior Dy 
1952 a té l Ir an ! t | st Té 





ties and cost of wate 
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(1) The agencies are not jealous of each other Each agency has definite 
responsibilities for phases of Federal water-resource levelopment prescribed 


» secure interagency 


by law They have been leaders in the voluntary efforts t 
he Federal Interagency River Basin 


coordination which have resulted in t 
Committee 

(2) They do not encroach on each others territor The only area in which 
they operate together is the 17 Western States, and both operate in this area 
under legislative authority. 


(23) Alth ugh there huve bee! differen Cs and d Sale eel ents between the 
two agencies, the area of disagreement is er Sstua and allects only about 4 
percent of the entire civil-works progra On the othe hand, the two agencies 
have reached satisfactory working agreements nal re proceeding jointiv with 
authorized col rehensive pPians O© llprovelnent I Liires f the largest river 
basins in the Wes rhe Missouri, Columbia ind Middle Rio Grande M: 
Miller does not give any credit for oncrete dvances in interagency 


coordination 

(4) Even where lisagreements have existe betwee he Corps and the 
Bure 
full interchange 
Mr. Miller implies waste of funds and duplication that do not ¢ 


1, these have been on broad policy and legal matters, and there has been 





f technical experience ata, and assistance t field level 





(0) The second principal charge is that I ell i extend th empires 
both agencies are guiltv of underestimating nppurel cle Der ely the cost 
ol projects they propose to build.” 

he Corps of kngineers denies flat Vv tha ‘ we! ‘ mnderesti es costs 
It has naturally made some mistakes, but Lit LLapoac ren a hich has 
been presented to the Congress shows that on Hite W f s Stl ites have pro 
vided the Congress with a sound basis for lk tive ction Mir. Miller ignores 
the facts that 

(1) About to p nt ol f - ncreuse Ks prog n has been 
aque to rising Col ! sts and to pl jt Kl S Zt by Congress 

a) I © ree t i ot the cost ‘ east e! I rie [ mit from es nutes 
and reports pre] ed 10 ana ¢ lier vears 1D! f current 
planning and ¢ thg procedures 1nd 

) Ihe ot cre ( I “tis il Lhe I x ) > Ki 

m industry generally 

ihe ti j ncipal cha ge is “Botl ( D het 
nee of their « take out Claims on p nee e navi 
i l 1 ati flo al I rot ph st a) ! On ‘ 
| Su dis I ! ructs ie I a q \ I 
prepa iprehet e ] ns fo er-b , 
Sicle i ‘ roble ! s ned ‘ ‘ I ple st 
projects which il e power or proje Dp 1) of 
CO yrehensive ba pleat are plainly ce om 
lien itions of I Corps f Eng eC! ‘ I +4 it! ( bv 
Congres he Corps of Engineers build 
} if hye ( ecentriol } ‘ | ‘ 


t hie rps doe ! | ple “4 ‘ 
evelopment 

rhe rtha st principal ¢ g , razen 
th pp ( ryt eve ( s ‘ ‘ 
( ps of Ilingit el ( ‘ g ) ure 
group in the G el nent to \ 

V] ( p f Engineers ‘ I ngage il 1) f I ‘ { 
presse S Views OI \\ I ) £ que Ve ‘ [ ‘ 
ere The dealin he ¢ ps of I nee ( g " ose no 

\ followed b\ ny ke 1 ivency lil He G rie 

( Mr. Mille cites the Bovsen Dam. now | HH n 
Rive s one undertaken * en Reclamation p ‘ t ke 
out projects tn the \I souri Basin ahead o tie ii ¢ 

\ct vy, the Boysen Dam had been considers l ‘ y e Bure 
nits irrigaty stu s and he « : When 
the plans i ti \ rencies were I l | > he 
proje twa SSig!I | the Bure 1of ihe here 
Was 1 wild nvolved, and the corp Bure 
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‘finite - 1} ‘ 

finit r Che ¢ herry Creek Dam for the protection of Denver and adjacent valle 
‘ribed 

sency 
Basin 


areas is next cited as an example “of how the Army engineers. in their zeal for 


pouring concrete, pe rsist bullheadedly in spending mone for projects of doubt 


ful necessity.” Mr. Miller indicates that the Cherry Creek Dam is unnecessarily 





large and that it was opposed by lo¢ engineers who thought the existing s1 
which dam was adequate 
» area Cherry Creek is a tributary of the South Platte River hich it ! Denver, 
Colo. Cherry Creek Dam is a few es upstream of Denver d is diatel 
n the ipstrean rom Kenwood Dam and in effect takes the ) e of Kenw d Phe 
out 4 Cherry Creek Reservoir project wi pre de complete fl ot f, high 
DCIeS developed urb: ireus 1D he it\ ini count of D ! ) l I 
with , trol benef { he land 9 t Sou |’ ‘ el " w ! f 
river Cherry Creek against floods origina gin the Cherry Creek Bas Che Creek 
Mr teservo portant unit in the integrated syste! f reserve ed 
SONY f Loo ¢ nd wi const tion he South P te River B 
horoug ( Lriee lv studte e sii tl (‘her ( ‘ prode hie 
1 the st relinble nd economic fi i high deg of flood p nt ‘ eas 
been ’ ed Ihe mplete ¢ minatio f food imnAages » these p ri eS 
level . . ‘ quate verng 1 1 re imn to stif } ‘ 
control fe res of the reser proj 1 ikes cel ni i | ele 
ipires wi t | d by devasta rol xtraordir fle , 
cost ‘ hie eu | tected f1 Cher Creek fle s ! ( 
A group of lo engineers ds quest he Corps giheers sis of 
COSLS, flood pos ibilitie Hlowever, the project and s design were subsequently ap 
h has proved by the Governor of Colorudo 1 he Colorado Water ¢ hsery n 
P pro Board, based o1 ti memorandum adlated January ve 146 y 4 L. J fers . 
hores chief enginee! Colorado Water Conse ithe Board Which en ] part s 
follows 
been We conclude that Sullivan barrier” (the existing da referred to by Mr 
Bress. Miller) “will protect Denver property against damages from floods of guitud 
nates such as previously recorded in Cherry Creek, and it may afford protection against 
rrent certain types of floods of great intensity Hiowever, sl d ‘ M 
subject to floods of greater magnitude ih s have occurred in ( hg nid 
Struc nearby drainage basins, and which in our opinion a ny ‘ ul 
pro ible n Cher Creek ! ( ding he pres ‘ ‘ 
rtner festly Su in barriet me OVE pped—its storage spillw ‘ 
navi being inadequate—in which event the dam ! nd p. f Hienc 
In our opinic Sullivan barrier does me ! tec , rome y in De ‘ 
y saw against probable and possible floods Cher Cres | end he s¢ ‘ 
CY security it provides is false, and the structure it ic i d, f ‘ 
sitaeay would multip rather than reduce the damages to propert 1 tl ss of lift 
ts ol in Denver in the event of a flood « eedit ts control capacit 
Peon Manife \ ‘ evaluated in the ght of recorded floods in adjoining I 
by nearby drainage areas of similar elevation. topography nd slope, the Su ) 
- = harrier is hadequit both as to storuge nd s} illwaty cupacities lo enlarge the 
Chaat spillway capacity, as suggested by local critics of the ¢ ps of Engineers desig 
hat . . . . 
_ might protect the dam against failure, but the remodeled structure would 
owel protect property in Denver against damages every time the spillway functioned 
Phe protectic« needed in Denve requires, also, a greatly enlarged st ge 
zen capacity, and requires the construction, as proposed by the Co ps of Engine 
e The of 1: dam and rese voir which will not be o ertop wal by iu obable floods tie be 
sure destroyed by possible floods, and require 1 Ss] Vily esign which w divert 
spills around Denver instead of allowing them to flow through and damage 
Hust property in Denver 
Con Ss. “Our (Hoover Commission) task force, in conducting its research. learned 
he that both engineers and Reclamation habitually In dd ne en = W if 
He ‘ sufficient or accurate hydrologic data to justify the project Ihe mit oF ¢ 
Horn a fhorance ih present wate de opments Ss rarely iess an 25 percent nd 
ake frequently is more 
Phe Cory if Engineers has long been cognizant of the need f heb pos 
afien bydrologie dat or use in the planning, design, and operation rive eveloy 
— ment } cts, and has particiy d energeticall; Inproving it dat hie 
—— are now in operation, altogether, over 7,000 permanent-status st un-Gasings 
i stations and 4,600 precipitation stations, in addition to a ge I iM or te 
au Dy porary stations established for special project purposes 
Excellent tech ques have bee cle veloped whereby hydrologic obsery 
in one locality may be applied to other basins The analysis of 1 ‘ log 


characterist Sofn mor storms ! ne region pro des re le bes ‘ 








mating critical flood potentialities of a particular basir According n 19 
the Corps of Engineers initiated a system of orm stue d i ooperati 
with the United States We ither Bureau over 1,000 maj * flo d-produc g story 

n the United States have been investigated, at let 1 nalyses of more than 
500 storms have been completed 

In the early days of river engineering in t I as ‘ hydrologic record 
vere re il plete and shorter neriods It w re necessary 
ike lowances in the planning of projet nd it structures t 
mpensate ) ncomplete o naccurat In mal ‘ rg owevel 
‘Ir. Miller ig r"¢ e productive work of ( engineers el ey 
15h vears it s effort to secu h bas g wate 
es ree | vemenf(s 
\W\ 1 the present data and methods Lcet I \ 1 proje 
for the cont zation of s m fi ( designed 
nd ope f hy competent engineers 
‘) 1) ‘ ‘ ors < EST 7 | ~ \rl mad 
} Neg ‘ President In pra ( | e engineer! 
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or | l¢ ( , ‘ f 

In eEeSpNonse PSE t l tire ) 

l D | e Ar! S 
! I ‘ I l £ rned | 
‘ I ( ( 1 P Chere is no 
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, hee ore 1 P ier diimemaiiiiteas ithe se 
corp roup of Army officer : ble ex 
Pp f \ king on cor r i f brass 
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For many years, Congress has directed the Corps of Engineers to investigat 





construct, and operate multiple-purpose reservoirs which include power and 
sometimes irrigation No “muscling in” is involved 

As early as 1909, Congress directed that examination and survey reports to be 
prepared by the Corps of Engineers “shall cont ilso su data as it may be 
practicable to secure ré garding . ° ’ the development nad tilization of 
water power for industrial and ommercial put ( See River and Harbor 
Act of Mareh 3, 1908, 35 Stat. S22.) 

In section 3 of the River and Harbor Act of March 4, 1913, the provision that 
examination and survey reports should ¢o1 n dat t] development of 
water power W s set fortl is permanent I een 1! porated 
in the United States Code (33 U.S. C. 5405 

Chose pre ons have been expands dina one ( es of DSe¢ ent acts which 
progressivel idde the duties of the Depart t of the Ar! with respect 
to vd CLectric pu t 

The Flood Conti Act of March 1, 1!1% S i a | vided th All 
exi nations and surve f projects retat Lone s I de a 
( prehensive stud f e watershed or wat ed i the report there 
‘ SI give such data as it may ix st e in regard 

I ) ble economi levelopme nd tion of water 
powel And the heads of the se\ ‘ I ( . he Government 
mn eil iscretion, and shall upon the reques the Secretary of War, 
det epresentatives " heir respective ( ents t sist the engineers 

f the Ar! the stud ! eXaminati of wate en to the end that 
duplication of work LN ded and the var s services of the Government 
economically coordinated theret! 

Approx minte iM) ‘ te reports thre ~ excl OS eports Were iw 
thorize in the R ! | Harbor Act of Ja "1. 1927, and they cover all 
the lmiportaunt river ( their trib imi U1 1 States Phe are 
comprehensive exulinat - of entire rive! stems fe hie ordi mm of navi 
eati flood conti irrigation nd power development sp y required 
by the law ! y ther 

Section 7 of the | nl ¢ \ f Ju 2 19 Ss 8 M6), also 


( t o < rveys 
ww he ‘ oe ft the 

s app exist for useful 

1) 4 } ‘ ‘ power 

I ( st of 


here ~ recom 
l rT iT tS I e een 
] I miu 1) purpose 








R f Chief of Engineers 
‘ enga de n the develop 
Ly ‘ 144 S Stat 
ter fte ‘ oe tl iews 
and recommen t ! tf the Ne etal of the Inte ‘ er e nar 
keting of electric energy generated at War Department reservoir projects, and 
the utilization of storage ible for irrigation it h reservoirs Phis police 
pr vides that ele ¢ energ hall be qdeirvere e se \ I he Inte I 
for distril m and e, and tl gati re] ed throu 
irrigation \ ks ¢ ed |} he Secre e | ‘ 1"¢ ion 
iws 
IS As a res t he riiegced Ss nye i I ( | nee! 
Mir. Miller states 
. ruinous nd costly competition has a ed ' ’ e Mi 
< ri Valley id the ¢ tral \ v of Ca ! 
Cher sn nye on S ! In t Ris ) 
fay ix have OT hle f ) ti ethet nel ‘ ‘ | ~ | r 
Na l! <0) e «dilferences sti eXIS bh these ( ell ed 1 
the frame ( ‘ ordinated plan o re | es thr Or 
he Vee! the Two pr cles l Ss true that se tere ind diff ities 
have arisen in working out the water proble he Valley of Cal 
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competition” and.the work is going ahead with both agencies 


The differences and the situation in the Central Valley 
most complex and involve to a large degree disagreement between 


ind the Federal reclamation laws and policies This ent 


contributing 


local interes 


sented to the Congress in the Report of the Chief of Engineers on Sacramen 


San Joaquin Basin Streams, California, dated July 27, 1548 


House Document No, 367, Eighty-first Congress 
i4. Mr. Miller, in making the foregoing charges, poses the 


up these accusations with figures ? and then quotes the ft 
referred to previously in support of his point The pur] 
as explained earlier It does not support any specifi 


has no pertinent relationship to any of the general charges 





1b. Mr. Miller points out with reference to the $57.5 bil 








It s highly significant to note hat by tar the lar 
S244 .086 200 000) s earmarked for Government developn 
owel and If these Governinent agencies get the ere 
plans for power development, the nev iilities thus 
re | i ree les Iie ‘ li iIVaroeiect ‘ t 
t nite i Stutes oda 
Corps of kin ‘ ntaining this t re ol . ‘ 
ius Wwe ( * it request na ( " < 
OSSILDLLITLIOS ind i | 
Mur ) potenti ‘ e ¢ n 
fit present Utne and to phVsica (i ¢ ll ( 
! ‘ le ft cle elop a lLpeo er j tel eS 
Furthermore, it is not proposed tl 1) ‘ 
levelopment as e memorandum goes on to s 
Procedures are w in effect fo evel ent dl ‘ 
PeULeoiic a pr it¢ ive Les ind ont I es 
lisposal of this resource e matters for dete nati 
sé ent in ./ y T50 1 ily = Ws 
kenginee LINE vy the President's Wat Res es | 
s pointe hat over 70 perce @ power cos 
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20. “°* * * the Central Valley Basin project in California, for instance, 
offers more glaring examples * * *, The Engineers have come up with a 
proposal for a $372,000,000 multiple-purpose dam, 710 feet high, which would 
impound 3,280,000 acre-feet of water for power production Reclamation pro 
poses a 607-foot dam which would impound 3,500,000 acre-feet of water, and its 
estimated cost is $433,660,000.” 

The Corps of Engineers has not proposed a 710-foot dam nor the Bureau of 
Reclamation a 607-foot dam in the Central Valley Basin of California The 
reference must be to Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River proposed in the 
Columbia River reports of the Chief of Engineers and the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors. The difference in height of dams proposed by the 
two agencies was 30 feet and not over 100 feet as indicated by Mr. Miller 

21. “Another glaring exampl * * * is a Montana (Hungry Horse) dam 
that originally was scheduled to cost some $48,000,000 rhe latest estimate is 
$108. S00,000." 








The Hungry Horse Dam was reported on by the Corps of Engineers in a report 
transmitted to Congress March VO, 1943 The Corps of Engineers presented a 
project with power installation of 172,000 kilowatts a ’ estimated cost of 
S30,500,000, The Corps of Engineers recommended against the construction of 
the project at that time Che report is printed in House Document 643, Seventy 
eighth Congress, second session Subsequentiy the B enu of Reclamation ob 
tained authorization for the Hung vy Horse project nd is “ structing it 
Che Bureau's project s larger than that originally proposed \ I rps na 
provides for a power installation of 300,000 kilow | 

22. Mr. Miller points on hat “with this backgr« d of buneli waste 
fulness uncovered” the Hoover Commission task force made umber of recom 
mendations which involved transfe of «ivil functions from the Corps of Engi 
neers He then points out widespread opposition to this propos which led to 
telegrams to Congress and to various groups requestil that they oppose this 
transtet! and lhe 1mMplies nit the Armv engineers vere esti ble f this 
opposition 

As a matter of fact the Corps of Enginers was opposed to e change proposed 
bv the Hoover Commission: but Was not responsible tf espread oppo 
sition which developed It has been pointed out ] iously tl the Secretary 
of the Army recommended strongly against the transfe functions from 
| ( rps of ker ret H ‘ I eh l wil ( | nt 
I ew nce n his ofties } Gen St S we S ‘ ew f 
he Chief of Engineers ipon his own persona ! s 

Whether or not the admit ition of the flood-c« , 
I d be transferred ft he Corps of Engines ( e 1 7 
toa new agency established to handl. na l rt el 
for the President and Cong! » decide Che Cor} I ( n 
sider that any evidence was presented by the Hoover Cor ‘ ‘ | ved 
that the job could be done ore eff ! r | h 
nother gency \nd the or] n ntai hat ( ‘i M ‘ 
do t support his lleg of bungling dw ‘ } n 
Sequr e these eg d iff i sound ns 
made by his task fores 

23. Mr. Miller ext ais sses the case of the Kings Rive en ( tornia 

23. (a) “The most brazen example of autocracy on the part h vy engi- 
neers is related in the portion of our task-force report Hoove Cor sion) 
lealing with the Kings River project in the | no ( ev of ( 


fornia, Our committee is indebted to Arthur A. Maas(s), of Harvard University. 


who served as one of our consultants on water resource for his t ugh and 
documented case history of the Kings River project, wherein the A engineers 
repeatediy—and successfully defic two Presidents of the Un 1 States to 
achieve jurisdiction over a constructic job whic! is not eh their 

Maass’ “thorough and documented case history” consists of selected excerpts 
from public documents and from unpublished papers from the file of Federal 
offices, to a large extent from the files of the National Resources | nning Board 
which was abolished by Congress in 1943. By } careful selection of material 
and then by clever inte rpretive rel irks. he presents an extre ely biased picture 
that sounds very plausible \ less partial presenta from more complete 
material would give a less damaging picture 

All Corps of Engineers’ activities in the Central Valle ! been completely 
in accord with acts of Congress that were signed into law by the President 


The 1936 Flood Control Act directed the Corps of Engineers to investigate and 
I 
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report on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Valleys. This was done, and the reports 


recommended several reservoirs for flood control, irrigation, and other bene- 
ficial purposes 

In the 1944 Flood Control Act (also signed by the President) the Corps of 
Engineers was authorized to build and operate 10 reservoirs in the Central 
Valley area 

The Bureau of Reclamation has never been authorized by specific law to in 
vestigate the streams of the Central Valley Their reports have been made 


under general investigative authority and directive of 





terior Funds have, however, been specifically appropriated 

The Bureau of Reclamation has no authority to build any reservoirs in the 
Central Valley except the Shasta and Friant Dams, which are part of the Central 
Valley project This project consists of specific items and does not embrace the 
entire Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin 

Flood control and irrigation are both important problems in the Central Val 
lev, and Corps of Engin rs’ projects provide for both if project is needed 
to obtain flood control on a stream, it qualifies to be authorized as a flood-con 
trol project eve th gh its benefits, as computed in mone Vy terms, may be 
preponderant for power or irrigation or se thing else. ¢ vress has autho 
ized and the President has approved these reservoirs as flood-contt projects 
to be built by the Corps of Engineers 

President Roosevelt spe ‘ ‘ ered the Kings Rive eport ser him 
I} vas done I mua 7 40 \ Sty I J 12, 1389 had been 
sent te ‘ N: ! Resoure : Pla ng Board. and that BD ra eturned the 
report on January 27, 140, without comment Thus, the Corps of Engineers 
was following the President’s instructions sending the Kings River report 
to the President and had not bypassed recular procedures Che President gave 
his approval to the report and the ¢ ‘ kengines here re, sent it to 
Congress promptly 

2? (b) Mi \Mliller states al 

“The point at stake was that, under ! reclamation svste if ren; mer ly 
the consumers for water supplied by the Government, the Federal Treasury 
would receive reater return than under thre engineers pla ol relatively, in 
significant participation by the consumers.’ 

This gives an erroneous picture of the OST nm « the ¢ 1) ] vineers in 
the matter of re] ment by water users for the Pine Flat D In the first 
piace one Important contention on the mrt of i Water users Wis ! t thre 
dam and rest oir would not supply new water as practica all of the water 
of Kings River was being utilized under existing water rights In dditis 
acting unde! nstructions tro the l’resident the Chief of Engineers joined 
with the Bureau of Reclamation in working out an allocation of cost for epay 
ment by water users The esults, as reported in February 1247 and published 
in House Document Ne Li a ghtieth ¢ nzress, were as Tollows ; 
Department of Interior S14. 250. 000 
Corps of Engineers 13. 282. OOO 
State of C; bor 10. OOO) GOD 
Wate WSers 10. O00 O00 
The Chief of Eng 1} ecogni hie ‘ I I I 
this ter and recomme! lL that the siol re n | eta 

‘ nt t 1 x S$14.250,000 I es re i} eTore t he ¢ ps 
of Engineers contempla ul insignificant part he consu rs S 
compared with tha onsidered appropriate by the Recla The 
tw ocatio ere ery close togethe! 

23 (¢) e responsibi fe Sq ely with hie 1 ction of 
the Bureau of Re unation Notwithstanding ~ he ¢ ! of Envines n 
1Ok7 entered int ‘ metition ith Re« mit ito grab off a SZO OOOO pro lee 
in the Kings Rive red 

President Roosevelt kk me t l ! e « 
flicting surve be cleared wit! Water Resources Committees - Nationa 
Resources Planning Board a then sent to him before being s ad ( 
gress ive a I ni owed his instructions rhe engineers side 
tracked the Water Resources Committee and sent the repor irectly to the Whit 
Hiouse Through sone exp: ed circumstances believed to be erical 
erro! Roosevelt shes were frust ed by the White H se administ! 
machine! wl ! pped uy ! rwarded the report to Congress 
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“Thus, in 1940, Congress received the two conflicting and nonintegrated reports. 
“Then began a 7-year struggle over the project Roosevelt repeatedly had 
often curtly warned his Secretary of War that he wanted the Kings River project 
built by Interior. Just as repeatedly, the Corps of Engineers went to Congress 

and were able to balk the President’s wishes 
All during the war, President Roosevelt had to take time out to batt 


e with 


the engineers. After Mr. Roosevelt died, President Truman took up the fight just 
as firmly.’ Congress gave the engineers it rity and funds to build the 
Kings River project. * * 

This same maneuver by the engineers has been repeated on more than a dozen 
other projects . ai 

The reports had been fully integrated as to project plans and ocation of cost 


The only remaining differences at that time (1940) were regarding method of 





payment to the United States by water users and whether project operation 
should be by local interests or Federal agency 

The Cor] Ss of Engines rs did not go to Congress fo ilk the Pre cle nts W shes. 
On the contrary, the War Department always advised Congress of the wishes 
of the President Nevertheless, the Congress requires he Chief of Engineers to 
testify and called for reports that were being held in the National Resources 
Planning Board or Bureau of the Budget Phen with voluminous testimony 
from los interests, Representatives and Senators in opposition to the Presi- 
lent’s views, the Congress authorized the projects to the Corps of Engineers and 
the President signed the laws Congress and the lk interests balked the Presi- 
dent’s wishes not the Corps of Engineers 

Congress has na number of ins neces, called for reports held up y the Bu- 
reau of the Budget and has authorized the projects Als Congress h au- 
thorized projects which the Budget has stated are “not in accord with the pro- 
gram of the President.” The Corps of Engineers has only testified and produced 
such reports as demanded by the committees of Congres which action is re- 


quired of all Federal agencies 

In this criticism it is implied, if not asserted, that the Corps of Engineers has 
operated contrary to the President’s instructions relative to the processing of 
reports on project proposals to Congress 

Executive Order No. 8455 issued June 26, 1940, ¢ blished ] cedures for the 





planning and programing of Federal public-works consti Among other 
things that order provided for clearing with the Bu 1 he Budget reports 
on the results of surveys or investigations on proposed construction before sub- 
mission of those reports to Congress so that a statement e« d be included in the 
Federal agency report as to the relationship of the project proposal to the pro- 


gram of the President. Executive Order No. 8455 was superseded by Executive 
Order 9384 issued October 4, 1943. That order carries ward the essential 
features of the preceding order and paragraph 4 of the current ord eads as 


ows 
“Before any department or establishment shall bmit t he Congress, or to 
any committee or member thereof, a report relating t cting in whole or in 
part, its advance programs, or the public works and im} ( nt projects com- 
prising such programs, or the results of any plan preparat for such programs 
r projects, s ich report shall be eit tted to tl r 1 fc Aa e® as to ts 


relationship to the program of the President When such ort is thereafter 
submitted to the Congress, or to any committee or ember thereof, it shall 
include a statement of the advice received from the Bure 

Reports of the Corps of Engineers, both favorable at infavo1 e, on project 





proposals have been and are now being cleared with the Bureau of the Budget 
in full compliance with these Execu e orders Comments of the Budget Bu- 
reau relative to the relationship of any ject proposal to the program 
of the President have been incorporated ter of the Secretary of the 
Army transmitting each report to the Congress It will be noted that the 
President's instructior provide f incorporation of advice relative to the 
relationship of any given project to the program of the Chief Executive but 


in no way set up a bar to prevent the submission of any given report for considera- 
tion by the Congress In fact the usual unfavor e comment the Bureau 


of the Budget is that “While there is no objection to the submission of the 


report to Congress, authorization of the improvement recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers should not be considered to be it cord with the program 
of the President” (Report on Big Sandy River, H. Doc. 264, 80th Cong., Ist 

SS. ) It is clear, therefore, that the Corps of Engineers has complied fully 
with established procedure in processing its reports to the Congress and has 


in no way submitted project proposals over the Preside s head 
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In accordance with the above-described procedure and in compliance with 
I I 


clearance from the Bureau of the Budget that there 0 objection 
to the submission of the report to Congress * the hief of Engineers 
has submitted to Congress during the past several years many reports which 
the Bureau of the Budget commented unfavorably The Budget’s obje ns 
also have been submitted to Congress with the reports the 76 reports men- 
ioned by Mr. Maass are doubtless part of these submissio 

24. On a discussion of the 1949 rivers-and-harbors ay ! j Mr 
Miller points out that, even though opposed in the Senat Si s Bb s 
ind Taft, their influence did not prevai nd the bi passed Senate bv a 
3 to 1 vote 

Apparently Mr. Miller would have one believe th ! f ce 
he vote of the United States Senate his is, of p i 

25. Mr. Miller concludes his article by stating: 

I submit that, when agencies such as the Army Corp I S " 
others can whip Presidents and Congress around the st p, there etl rag 
ltally wrong with our system of democratic government.” 

rhis broad iegation 1s mentioned merely to show the | ck 
made by Mr. Miller It actually needs n eply beca re show 
that the Corps of Engineers has acted in accordance w Presidential 
instructions On the other hand it s believed that analysis « he irges 
made by Mr. Miller will show that if there has bee ui pping d 
ne stump it ha riginated ith sources ociher hat ( ws of Engi 


Mr. Jones. Are there any questions ? 
Mr. M ACK. General, does vour article mswer thie 


Miller made that tiie Ene eers and the Bureau ol R 


a total of $143,000 for the preliminary survey of tl 

project ¢ 
General Pick. Yes; it answers that question, sir. 
Mr. M ACK. I notice Mr. Mille r says the two agen 


of $145,000, of which t engineers spent the bulk, whe 
Commission Report on the Inte: or Departme: 
that each Ave hey spent S200 000 on this survey. 

Has any answel been made by vou to the sta r 
report that the two agencie ear 1} spe t SPdDO.000 o7 


General Pick. The Corps of Engineers has mm 
ittemptecd te ] 


P 


to it. I have pe rsonally testified hy ore the Senate 
(Committee o tl 
manner. As I] 
the Corps of I 
Hells Canyon D 


VWam,. and had investigated several sites while it was 


I 


oieers had made an investigation « 


ecall mv testimonv now hefore tho sé 


Later the Bureau of Reclamation came along. They \ 


| report. ‘| ie V SA d that they wanted to investigate a 


i] ] 


from the site which the Corps of Engineers had finally 


for the location of the Hells Canyon Dam. 
In that discussion with the Bureau of Reclamat 


determined what information the Corps of Engineer: 


on the site that the Bureau was now interested in. 
said that the ¢ orps of Enginee ; assisted the Bur 

1) making a reconnaissance of the site We furl 

o take the parties down there. We furnished 
information that we had obtained from the sit 


nvestigate. As I reeall. their field work did not am« 


; 





; eo 
than a reconnaissance of this .site. 
information which the Corps of Engineers had obta 
it in their report. 
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I testified that I did not consider that as a duplication of work, 
and I said that if that dam was to be built I thought that whichever 
agency built it would certainly want to investigate the foundations 
of the various sites in order to determine the best site. In view of 
the fact that the dam was to be something like 720 feet high and it 
was to be built of concrete, that I thought that the very small or 
relatively small sum that had been spent thereon in investigating 
the foundation conditions for such a structure was very reasonable. 
When you pile up concrete approximately 175 feet higher than the 
Washington Monument there on a very narrow strip of ground, a 
tremendous amount of money would necessarily be spent in order to 
prove the foundation. 

I think that the allegations made in these articles on technical prob 
lems are absurd. If that dam is built out there and more than a 
million dollars is not spent on this site ] will be surprised, and I 
would not be surprised if as much is spent there as 1 percent of the 
cost of it, which cost would be in the neighborhood of S300.000.000 
or more, | Say that be ause if the foundation IS not soul cl the struc 


ture cannot be built at all, and | know of no engineel who would 
build such a streuture on a narrow strip of terrain hke that without 


thorough Investigation ot if, not only invest Calcing t he foundation, 


but provide for improving it. 

I think such statements written into the records by nontechnical 
people can produce nothing but the effects of propag inda when con 
sidered separate from the probli Mh. I think it is a mistaken method 
of approach if you want to et liohten the people. 

To that extent, sir, I have discussed this question be fore. 

Mr. Mack. General, the $250,000 which the engineers spent on pre- 
liminary investigation of the Hells Canyon Dam, if you have spent 
that much, Is only about one fifth of 1 percent of the total cost of 
the project. Is that not true? 

General PICK. Mr. ¢ hairman, the amount that the Corps of En r] 
neers has spent there is $108,000. 

Mr. Mack. Then both Mr. Miller and the Hoover Ri port are mis 
taken in making the statements they do of $143,000 and $500,000 being 

he cost ot the surveys. 

Genel il Pi _@ | do not know where they vet those fioure ,» Sir. We 
have only spent $108,000. That is what our records show and that 
is a very small amount, Mr. Chairman, for us to put into investiga 
tions of the foundation of a structure like that in our survey report. J] 
think it is very reasonable. 

Mr. Mack. Do you know how much the Reclamation Service spent 
on its survey of that particular project ? 

General Pick No. | do not know, sir. I know that they did not 
spend very much money on the site that they Investigated down there 
for their report. We furnished the Bureau of Reclamation with all 
the data that we collected and informed them what it had cost. 

Mr. Jony S. General. did that work take place simultaneo is] 
it first the ¢ ‘orps ot Engineers and later Reclamation ? 

General Pick. It was the Corps of Engineers and then later the 


Vor was 


Reclamation Bureau. 
Mr. Jones. And your survey was on the 308 report ? 
General Pick. It was a review report on the 308 report in the Co 


lumbia Basin. 
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Mr. Jones. So you were directed by-a general resolution on the 
Snake River to make those studies. Is that correct / 

General Pick. Yes. We had a review report to write. 

Mr. Jones. Under what authority did the Department of the In 
terior make the same investigation and the same inquiry on this site / 

General Pick. I am not sure, but I think that report of the Bureau 
of Reclamation was written under their general authority to investi 
gate streams in the West. 

Mr. Jones. Was there any discussion between the Corps of Engi 
neers and the Department of the Interior as to their collaborating on 
the works or surveys that were being made on the Snake River to 


avoid duplication ¢ 

General Pi K. Yes. We were working and the Bureau knew we 
were working in there, and they were working on their report. There 
Was an Interagency committee out there holding mont! ly meetings, 
coordinating the ork. We mad ! estigvatio of these two pat 
ticular sites. I am sure we looked at other sites up and down the 
Snake River and in that vicinity. The Bureau thought that for one 
reason or another for their purposes perhaps the site that we had not 


selected downstream would Suit the purposes a little better. a) the \ 
wanted to go down there. They wanted to take our information that 
we had gotten and go there and havea look see at the site and oe e som 


consideration as to whether or not they wanted to nelude the dam uu 


their report anc locate it at that particul iv site. They are only two 
and one-half miles apart. In other words, the site has been locate 
within very narrow limits and there s nothing unusual about that for 


survey reports, 

Mr. Donpero. General Pick, did the Corps of Enginee: vork o1 
the site at the same time as the Bureau of Reclamatio 

General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. DonpDI RO. Were there two sets of engineers dome the wor! 

General Pick. No, sir. We had completed our investigations and 
had determined upon a location for the dam. 

Mr. DonpD! RO. Then whel they made thel Investigation. wd | am 
talking about the Bureau of Reclamation, did they se the Corp 
ot Engineers o1 did they use ThHelr own engvineel 

General Pick. They used their own engineers, but whatever ¢ 1) 
ment we could let them have. 

Mr. DonptI RO. To that extent there really was a dupl eCatiol 

General Pi K. No a Iphication. They needed some boats to get 
down to the site, and I think prol nl ly we guve them a drill rig. 

Mr. Donpvrero. They did not accept your investigation and report 
but they went in and made their own. 

General Pick. Well, we had said that the site was not as good 


is the other one we finally settled upon, They wanted to vo in and 
have a look-see at it, and they did Now, | think. Mr. Chairman 
that they have since that time ¢ oncluded that for their p Inposes the 
lower s te was bette! than the one that we selected, a 7 | elieve that 
they have done a considerable amount of work on that site nce that 
time. We have not done any more wol k out there. 

We have not duplicated anything with anybody. We finished our 
urvey and we turned over to the Bureat ‘of Reclamation our in 


formation. To that extent. 1f that is duplication. re 


hee 1) duplie atiol 
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Mr. Donnero. They came after you ¢ 

General Pick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceiu. General Pick, the site for Hells Canyon Dam finally 
determined upon, the one now proposed as the hearings are going on, 
is the site that was selected by the ¢ orps of Engineers, or is it another 
site ¢ 

General Pick. No. It was one 21 2 miles downstream - the one we 
did nove se lect. although we did som york on 1t. We thought for our 
purpose the one 21 > miles upstream was the better site. 

Mr. Jones. General, when the survey was gotten under w iy by the 
Corps ot Eneineer did the ( orps ot Ie) oimeers know at tl at time 
that it would be a reclamation project ? 

General Pick. Oh, ho. We ¢ xpected that f authorized it would 
be built by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Ancevu. As a matte of fact, it is not a reclamation project, 
is it? 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, this particular project is neither a 
flood control or reclamation project. It is primarily a power proj- 
ect. There has been included a considerable amount of flood con 
trol storage, but it started out primarily as a power project. There 
has been included a considerable amount of flood control storage now. 
When the reports were completed they were put together through the 
Bureau action and the corps action and the Inte ragency Committee 
action out there. and action by the Chief of FE) eineers and the Seecre- 
ary ¢ f W iP’. It was finally proai ced as a comprehensive report tor 
he Columbia Basin, including m iny projects in a long-range program. 

Mr. Jones. General, how do you account for the fact. that this deals 
with flood control and generation of hvdroelecti power, but the 
Committee on Inte) ior and Insular A ffairs is consider ing the resolution 


for its autho: Zation ¢ 


General Pr K, | 1@ report was written and we ul Dt <i to coordi 
nate it through the Interagency Committee. 

Mr. Jones. Was that . decision of the [rite yency Committee that 
the Department of the Interior should be the construct ng agency ? 

General Pick. No, that was not decided by the inte. agency, ‘Com 
mittee. It came all the way here to Washineton. In order to arrive 
at a definite understanding and to produ e a report which could be 
sent to the Cor oress and one that we could say had hee! thoroughly 
coordinated wna thoroughly worked out to the sat sfaction of ill of 
the interests ivolved, the States, the 1 iriou Federal ivencies, the 
Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
otnel Interior age} es, State agencies, local polit ‘al subd visions, and 


the Interagency ( mittee Croup, and evervbody concerned, they 
uestion of who was roing to | ld this dam. 


finally got down to the q 
I said to the Secreta \ ot the Interior, *T think that we sho ild arrive 


at. a conclusion in the matter, and we have no particular concern about 
it. If the De partment of the Interior feels that that dam should be 
built by the Department of the Interior we do not object to it.” 

Mr. Jones. General, is there some way that those questions can be 
dec ded upon pl or to the Sul ve) work and plar hing work rather than 
letting the matter go until such time as conflicts arise that will disturb 
the people? 

General Pick. I do not consider that there was anv confi ct, sir. 


F , i. a 1 
lo my personal Knowledge there 1s not an area 
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and there is not an undertaking that I could think of in the Un ted 
States any where, that if you start out to create some Kind of a new 
development, that you have not got to coordinate that parth liar ac- 
tivity with many State and Fed ral wehcles, aS well as local people. 


Mr. JONES. The planning of these projects co nes from a runctiol al 
design rather than just engineering data, so that 11 any agency si cn 
as the Department of the Interior is going to des rh a Gall to take care 


of the factors that they consider necessary in order for them to carry 


out some orderly program, do you not think it would be wise for them 
to undertake the surveys if, as in tl S instance, thers evidently me 
engineel ng question or questions involved, because Live corps selected 


] 


one site here and the Department of the Interior selected another. 
General Pick. No; 1 do not think so, sir. I am not sure that the 
Corps ol Engineers would have built Lhe structure if it id been 
authorized on the site which it selected. I am not sure that the dam 
will be built on the lower s 
has obtained enough information to be sure that that Is a sat racvory 
site. In othe words, the point I am trying to mak s that the amount 
of money we spent there ana that we Spt nt there hy Op niohn was 


te now unless the Bureau ol Re lamat on 


nothing like the amount of money that sh uld be spent to sav ade fi 
nitely that that 600 feet of land, or that strip of land 600 feet wide. was 
the one area that we should select to put this Massive tower of con- 
crete on. 

] think we would have spent L cons de} ible amount ot money the re 


investigating foundat ons befor We id defn te] Lid 1 " that 


} 


would be the foundation we will put this structure « 
In other words, that Is true of every adam that is b it by anybody 
They Yo OUL al ad find the hest sife, ‘| hey low ‘ite Ti irean they vant 


to put It in and then they thoroughly eXamine it, Ion instance, the 


rock struciure, if there Is LOCK Crucriure there, } Vy be lithe ent. 
Within a mile or two you may find many different conditions in the 
] ; 


rock structures within narrow limits. 

Mr. Donvrro. Mr. Chairman, this is primarily a power dam. I] 
understand then that e1 not anvthing eise inh « ection Wit! 
dam to w Lich ce ula be alloc ated a part of the cost of the S500 000 G00, 
If that is true, had the Engineers gone into the matter sufficiently to 
determine whether or not the « xpenaditure ol that amount of mo ey 
would be justifiable 7 

General Pick. No; there is a considerable amount of 
in the dam, sir. When it was first prop sed a loi oe time ago, I under 
stand it Was proposed as a power dam. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any reclamation n this dam ? 
General Pick. I do not think that there is any reclamation in it, sir. 
Mir. Mack. Then what authority did the Reelamation Bureau have 


’ ' > 4 . 

for undertat me the construction ot th = a im” { there 1s no reclama 
’ » } I 

tion in it The Reclamation Bureau qaoes not bu ld flood control 


dams, does it. 
General Pick. The Reclamation Bureau includes flood contro 


dams that they build under their authority. W here h is the 


ist t] e Corps ot Knen eers 1S responsible for detern i how | ch 
flood « mtrol storage should be provided ! the reser I’. 


Mr. Mac K. If there is no reclamation i1 a dam should the Recla in- 








112 STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 


General Pick. We think that the Corps of Engineers is the only 
agency of the Government that Is directly charged with the responsi 
bility for providing flood control. 

Mr. Mack. That was my impression. 

General Pick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JONES. General, if there is no reclamation work and it does 1n 
volve flood control and the veneration of hydroelectric power, how 
could there be an agreement bet ween the Corps of Eneineers and the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation for them 
to do that work ¢ 

General Pick. Of course, it is a tremendous powe1 project The 
power overshadows even the flood control. 

Mr. Jones. That is true, but the Public Works Committee reviews 
that type of construction and the Corps of Engineers alw Lvs 
responsibility tO carry out that work. 

(reneral Pr K. I made this Statement before the Senate Publi 
Works Committee in their hearing on May 27.31, June 1. 21, 22. 28. 24. 


25, July 8 and 9, and August 3 and 4. 1949. appearing part I of 

those hearings on the Columbia Valley Administration I said: 
This dam is neither predominantly for flood contro r irrig 7 It 

primarily for powe! Now, then, it could be built by either one of the agencies 


We decided to let the Bureau sponsor it The main reason is the Bureau has 
these large irrigation projects neurby they have severa rrigation projects 
long the Snake and its tributaries Several dams have be built by the 
Bureau in the immediate cinity Their activities e much greater in this 
rea than ours It is perfectly logica to agree that the Bureau should be 


auuthorized to go ahead and build that dam 

In other words, up in this area here is one Federal agency that has 
i lot of water conservation projects In the area, and they are set up 
to administer those projects in the area. If we were to build the dam 
we would have to locate in the area, and I thoug 
Government less to have the Bureau administe1 the project. 

Mr. JONES. Has it been a practice to exchat ve territories betwee 
The Corps of [eneineers and the Departing nt of the I) terior for the 
purpose of carrying out civil works / 

(rene ral Pi is No, sir: but there have heen precedents s¢ tr ana they 


iit i wot ld cost the 


i 
were not set by me, in the Missouri Basin. wher certall pro ects were 
elven to the Bureau of Reclamation to build. \ general agreement 
was entered into out there, and this was in accordance with the wishes 
of the Congress, that where a structure was predominantly flood con 
trol if would be built by the Corps ot Enemeers, al dl where If was 
predominantly irrigation it would be built by the Bureau of Reclama- 


tion. There are projects in the United States where the Corps of 
Engineers are building them that have some flood control an lhavea 
large amount of power also, There are projects where there Ss a 
minimum amount of irrigation and a large amount of power that the 
Bureau of Reclamation is building. I believe that in the Missouri 


Basin in the past there have been one or two projec ts that have been 
or are to be built by the Bureau of Reclamation which are primarily 
flood control and a minimum amount of irrigation. Jamestown Dam, 
in North Dakota, and Kirwin down in Kansas are example 

I testified before the Senate Appropriations Conimittee last year 
rnd said that J thought it was wrong in the Kansas River Basin te 


have two agencies charged with the respol sibility of operating flood 
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control structures in that basin, because I think that is a great re 
sponsibility and one on which there should never be a divided 
responsibility. 

Mr. Jones. In the Missouri Basin you also have agreements, as | 
understand it, with not only the Department of the Interior, but also 
the Department of Agriculture for projects off the stream or off the 
main stem, which are smaller projects in that area: is that correct / 

General Pick. I do not recall any agreement we have with them. 

Mr. JONI S. Well, it Is embraced In) the Pick Sloan des ni. 

General Pick. No. With the Bureau of Reclamation: yes, sir. 


Phere Inah agreement v ith the Bureau of Reclamat 1O}, There is ho 
iwreement with the Department of Agriculture as such comparable 
to the one that we have with the Bureau of Reclamation. Lhe statu 


tory autho ty of the ey partment of Avriculture for soil conservatio 


ind the Pproviston of structures for the retardation of the flow of 


stream in the upper reaches of the basin is the ge eral ituthority t} 
the Departme tof Lericulture Operates unde in the \I Oul Bas 
Mr. Jones. That comes by separate resolution other than the re; 
lution granting the Corps of Engineers authority to build capital 
structures on the streanis Is that correct / It comes V special reso 
lution of the Department of Agriculture to Urry ' program 1 


the Missoun Basin / 
General Pr I\ Well, It Is the vreneral la .. Yes. l \ Yeneral 


buthority that they have, sir, is included in the Flood Control Act 
L936. 

Mr. Mack. General, when a final decision is to be mack { 
agency Is to build a dam, who h the final determ ition, the Ar 
engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation—is it made by jo , 
between the two agencies, or is the final decision made by the P 
tent of thre I ted States ¢ 

(re eral Pick wir fy ut cle SIO] lis ity We ( { | I 
between the fel J cies of the Bureau of Re iat nd the Cory 
of | ivriheel I] ever, some of ft me agreel | if 
0 the Secre uy le el. 

Mr. Mack. S retary level. What do vou meat \ it é 

Ca eral Pick Well. fol nstahece, this Hells C anvol Dam 
inally a led on at a meeting that I attended with Mr. Rovall and 
Secretary Krug en Mr. Royal Vas secretary of ! Army | 
ranged the meeting in order to get an agreement on the report, so 1 
t could be released. That agreement was reached at the Secretary 
le vel because there \ isa considera le amount of hnterest in the report, 


ind both the Se retary Ol the Army and the Secretary of the Inte lor 
head heen brought into the considerations by people from the Col inh 
bia Basin, by Members of Congress urging that the reports be gotte 
out. I was present at the meeting, and I told both Secretaries that 
evervthing had been agreed to by the interagency committee and the 
two Federal av cles except who was roiling to build This ohe parti uid 
diam, and | thought that could be cle ded very quickly. 

I told the Senate that was an area in which the Bureau of Reclama 
tion had extensive irrigation developments or are interested in exten 
sive irrigation developments up the Snake River there, and in view of 
the fact that it was a tremendous power project I did not see any 


objection to the Bureau building it: and it was decided they wo Lich. 
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Mr. Donprro. General, do you have any congressional authority 
either in your ¢ orps or any of the agencies to go ane id and build the 


dam, or do you have that authority out of basi Law 





General Pick. I wa just comine to that, sir. That was all pre 
liminary to submitting the question to Congress. The Congress al- 
wavs decides those questions. sit I do not feel that the Corps of Ey 
oineers has any utnority to make any decis eT 1 t the 
al on ¥ h was made att neet r that I i sed at the 
. etary level was nothing 1 than coord! ol ict es of 
the Federal agenci nceerned rea 

Mh 1) N Wi ot hy ( 1 I ) 
definitely vw l «le e and allocat P 
(y ( orner ¢é 

(; p? | ( r I thin { i t t 
‘ ) { m ? } »y may yt} | ] | . 
v ( re or wl rt 9 
( \ } | f if ( 1] | D Oo 
i a er T T 

M ANGEI ( r H 
( f ( ! \ ( f 
t iS ¢ ! ( f r) if f ( 0 

( eral P lf the re m1 lation to : } he 
sive report tothe Congress. That is all it w 

Mr. ANGE! \7 the leoislatic vhicl } ’ efore the 
Congres vi ame ‘ ( | nild the \ | to he 
bi It? 

General Prcx. That is right ind that that tended 


the Army « or the Department of the Int Bureau of 
teclamation ? 

(; eral Prey bi leo ition now | no ( latior 
te rn it over to the Department of the Interio 

Mr. Donperr And the Bureau of Reclar the D 
partment t} Interior? 

G e] il Pick } I 

Mr. Jonrs Are there anv furthey questions ¢ 

Mr. Mack. The Engi build dams for fl rol to sup 
nly no ’ | letter } { ] he | } ] ( 

, But the Reclar Bm b dam for r 
tion pur ter hat the dar { 
nt] r | Lat or not 2 

(y,ene! i] Py K. Vit very 1 rrow limit T QO) lc ? 

Mr. Mack. When you are buil ¢ adam for the pur} of power 
is it vour desire to ] ea ] dam with a hich ] f ois Yl 
hind it? 

General Pick. If you are going to build a dam for power and v 
want to cde mp the nower of that site which j the 1 of the 
Federal Govern t—I say, develop the power at th te n other 

rd it vou were f hi Id dam eT "Is SA t] r} \ Id 
develop So mucl powel If ! oht he Nos ble ind ther l oht be 
enough water for you to build a dam th ] oy] } { lop all of 








established by iaw, and the Federal ] 
sibility of [eein 
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Mr. Jones. Is there any objection / It is so ordered. 
(The analysis of the foreword by the late Harold Ly. Ickes to the 
book, Muddy Waters. is as follows on 


ANALYSIS OF FoREWoOrD BY THE LA HaroLtp L. Ik ; TO it Book, Muppy 
WATERS 


In his introduction to his recent book, Muddy Waters Mi Arthur Maas states 








that he was very anxious to induce Mr. Ickes to prepare fore d Mr. Ickes 
apparently complied with this desire in full measure nd in pre ring t fore 
word Mr. Ickes appears to accept with pleasure the task ret nit to th 
attack On an agency hich successfully peart ed his thrusts and ¢ ded his « ches 
hen he was Secretar of the Interior Factual ¢ nation ¢ thy eword 
however t lead he rn sit ha . he eight of M M 
hook. ever though it pours a heny oad if sedimet ‘ 7 ; ’ utl 
ementliy clouded by irresyx nsible criticism 
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minded revie M Maas Muddy W: i Mir 
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\ ‘ h I tte f ing Dp ! } 
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| H. R. 5472 hich u mite ecame lnw nus the ? t IIa ] oO 
dfontrol Act of 150 The x und of and re S4 el ds Tk 
remark, however, are pert ‘ If mice | ISS1O! by S ti 
(VP NMahone oft the propo ed Grand Prairie-Bavou Met: oiect in the Whit R ‘ 
Basit \l i Ss Chis 7 ect S 1nvest ited e { rps ejneers it 
response to a specific congressiona res Itiol and was recomme led to Con 
gress by the Chief of Engineers It involves large major dra ge improv 
nents and water supply for existing rice lands. Senat Douglas had questioned 
n the debate hether, if the project was put under reel tier he nds 
benefited wonld have to repay the cost, whereas if it was const ted bv the 
corps, no such repayment would be required Senator O'Mahoney then replied 
that local interests would repay under the recommendation of the corps, but that 
the system of repayment as one set up by the Arn engineers W out benetit 
‘ legis itlé lh. he reas the bt rei ol Ree | m tT! MN L ‘ i h 
defines its resnonsibilities | its Aunties 
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Actually this case involved only a recommendation by the Chief of 
ind Was in no sense a taking over of legislative power The study o 
Prairie tlood control, drainage, and water supply problet < mince 
congressional authority This study revealed a situation here lo 
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dent rhe Corps of engineers is a part of the De [ I ea \ Tite 
the Secretary of Defense The Secretary of Defense is the ime nplies 
concerned with the national defense Chere is n eason why Should direct 
concern himself w tha specific function ot ome f his thre I ( I ! ‘ 
In turn the Secretary of th Army ist necess delegate adequate tl t 
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Officers of the Corps of Engineers are rotated between civil and military 
issignments They serve in the Office, Chief of Engineers, and as division and 


district engineers and in other capacities in the organization that handles both 
eivil and military work \t the present time 30,600 civilians are employed | 
the corps, of whom 11,000 are ungraded emplovees such s truck drivers and 


en on dredves The remaining 19.600 are regular career civil-se1 e 
vees: administrative and professional people, s vers mi 
r group of engineers who are characterized as sergeants and corporals 











It is ridiculous to state that these i\ ! ngineers of ft] corps are not re ig 
ed I e! is yjuais when I ri\ rt tine ( I ‘ I 
even international prominence For example, o1 ! mpleted | erm 
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Her the nrery lé | oint mr r h ‘ ( ' \ ‘ 
h ! \ r problems d others } _— y ‘ , . — 
red b ne s e Departme! ) ‘ il ‘ 
I tance vhere of Se! n sx ‘ t . 
headed by civ Furthermor e Office of the ¢ Engines 
three rt ‘ ] . \ ! re he ‘ ] I ’ 
he A C1 Eng Works ' o tik 
‘ di vee! he nand ‘ 
neers Ss, Inch z some ¢ ngir ‘ 
! ri 
Mh ‘ nes , 
cl ( “ j v end p ] } S ‘ 
ngvineel ‘ nicl ‘ ~ . 
positions I ece her ] hat ‘ he \ | , ' 
he senior « l il fl hg t I € 
ftice let ] ’ | , 7 ; od 
( lv ¢ ( Ss Tle ere oe | ( f > 
Those « ee] re give 
( ] 4 ecs TH at } . : 
| is ] ry og § 
wr S j ! I ‘ I} es ] 
4 } ? ries eritor e , 
nents rer t the =f rm \ ! ‘ rie ! 
i Slone rs tin \r ‘ ere ’ R 
mn ~ ‘ \1 of | ~ t | I 
eel es hie 
M I t { } \ ere re to ¢ } 
iliat ( ! ontro ad Line f ne { ( I . 
Kcept lrast n of 1 irtia On , 
nterest note that the Officer Pe ! Act of 1947, s ! { (61 S 
Ol) p ( he tour o uty of h ef of brar e ’ 
he Chief « ie neers ! be te ite hv t nt ‘ 
‘ Howe, spite of a he linat p j 
é I ( Engineers has bee re oved f e 
Furthe Mr. Ieke tates, with respect te g f ' 
I t > insi¢ ed to al Ar? os pre ! \ S 
! ! . personal opi , par f M Ickes ind he 
were Vv ye opinion I his Tres} howeve n! | t 
‘ ‘ ry tt ere ‘ il é } or I . } . . 1 
flicultic ! d Cry WOrKS Ady? I t he r ” et ‘ 
efined ( I I Post At present e Army ft s d ] 
I ire 1 ited te itary S nments 1 « t} rst g 
. ere ft largely n the hand t na ] 
ficers ’ } < were ven mm tf a 
In |} f b st the itar Tt SOI f ft] \f | 
‘ ‘ Vi ] . 
rhe Arr f rin T ire «a btless 1] é lier wi) ’ t r 
at } nrisil nd disn wT 7 degree 
nred ! Px hems Ves oO the S ' na ‘ ] | 
ntral 
I I T | T ppropriate fT ( nf ! t l 
f th fFice ( ps of Engines Mhe ' 
ad f } ‘ ¢ . } VN T Ty MI 








120 STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 


Ickes’ charge that the officer personnel have moved over to the “safer and less 
rigo-ous field of flood control,” it should be noted that during World War II 
the evgineer districts charged with military as well as civil construction were 
normally headed by civilian engineers (usually commissioned as officers) or by 








retired engineer officers recalled to active duty One division engineer was a 
civilian and the head of civil works in the Office, Chief of Engineers, and was a 
retired officer The Regular officers were assigned to strictly military duties 
Turning again to the civil-works function of the Corps of Engineers, Mr. Ickes 
cries aloud over the “greedy” reaching of the Army engineers for control over 
such things as flood control and other related activities, such as land drainage 
In so doing Mr. Ickes again ignores the cardinal point that, to whatever extet 
the Corps of Engineers is involved in these activities, this responsibility has been 
Fe | signed specifically by Congress There is no Federal progran of land i age 
as this is carried out largely as a private activity The Corps of Engineers ha 
never sought to make this a Federal activity Its only connection with drainag 
stems from the Flood Control Act of 1944 which states that necessary channe 
and major drainage improvements shall be considered part of flood contro 
This was merely a legislative recognition of the actu physic ind engineering 
interrelation of flood control and major drainage we 
The familiar term “pork barrel” is next revived by Mr. Ickes, who picture t 
ring “in complete and functioning order from the tee g Corps of Army 
Hngineers.’ He states ¢! the Army engineers promise to build more or less 
justifiable or downright unjustified projects; and refers | obbying pressure to 
ret these projects under way The term “pork barre popular catch-word 


used by opponents of the Federal civil-works program to designate the naviga 
tion and flood-eoentrol projects which Congress authorizes for construction by the 


Corps of Engineers, and for which construction funds are generally : ppropriated 


- ‘} 
annually The following may be said of the civil-works program which M1 
Ickes characterizes as “pork barre 
(a) It includes or ly those projects which have been specifically a ithorized by 
Congress The Chief of Engineers has no authority to do any work without con 
gressional approval, or to promise to build any project 
(b) These projects are authorized by Congress as tl end result fa long and 


careful procedure, which compares favorably, to say the least, with the pro 
cedures followed in the authorization of other Federal projects 


(c) While there have been some olde projects whit over the vear ive 
proved to be uneconomical the current active civil-works programs, navigatiot 
ind flood control, have paid for themselves many times ver in benefits to the 


public 


d) The Corps of Engineers has reported unfavor: on about 55 percent of 
the reports considered during the past 50-year period 

Mr. Ickes goes on to state that the “power hungry” engineers will commit 
Federal funds “without interest and without thought of repayment f projects 


that it has been settled national policy to build only upon ani « bligation to repay 
He cites the Kings River project in California as an exampl 





Z 
The Corps of Ens s governed in TS recommen if I eg ne cu 
participation or repayment by the flood control and river and harbor laws enacted 
by Congress. These specify certain requirements of local cooperation and the 
Chief of Engineers recommends additional local contributions or repayments 
recognition of specific local benefits It is difficult to understand Mr. Ickes 
reference to committing funds “without interest” when under re mation law 
repayments are made over a period of years without interest, and this was not 


considered as reprehensible 


The Kings River project in California was authorized by Congress for construc 


tion by the Corps of Engineers because of its large tlood-contro alu ind n 
because of any fight by the Army engineers as Mr. Ickes alleges. The fight was | 
tween local interests and Mr. Ickes The law authorizing the Kings River project 
did provide for repayment by local interests for irrigation benefits and the 
Secretary of the Army pursuant to Presidential instructior reacthye greeme! 
with the Secretary of the Interior as to the amount to be repaid 

The Corps of Engineers are next accused by Mr. Ickes of working hand 
glove with land speculators and cites the Kings River Water User Association 
nd the Kern County Land Co., both of California, as examples The Kings 
River Water Users Association is an able local asso on W h has spent 
millions of dollars in developing its own irrigation works in the Kings Rivet 
Tulare Lake area of California without Federal aid It 1 \ r and has 


offered to make a large contribution toward the cost of the Kings River proje 
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the Chief of Engineers in this specific case, are matters for consideration by 
Congress and cannot be decided by any Federal agency 
According to Mr. Ickes, the Corps of Engineers considers itself “no more than 


the executing agent of specific congressional directives,’ and he considers that 
“This conception of the Corps’ duty would make it an administrative monstrosity 

At the point Mr. Ickes touches on a salient point raised in Mr. Maas’ book regard 
ing the responsibility of a Federal bureau or agency for formulating policy 
The Corps of Enginee1 like other Federal agencies involved in water resource 


development, is concerned with policy, notwithstanding Mr. Ickes’ remark to the 





mtrary \ basic question is involved here, howeve as to the extent to which 
Federal agencies should occupy the policy-making field Mr. Ickes and Mr. Maas 
take one side of this question, but their position is not necessari the only one 
and their charge that the corps does not meet standards set by them does not ne 


essarily make it an “administrative monstrosity 

At an appropriate point in his foreword Mr. Ickes dredges up frot he past a 
serious ¢harge ol ‘COLLUSILOI betwee! the ¢ ps Oo rngineers nd private 
power companys 


My first contact with the Army engineers was on the occa n when Pres 


dent Roosevelt, shortly after his inauguration in 193: urned ft e during 
Cnbinet meeting and directed me to have an investigation 1 a f suspicir 
circumstances which had been called to his attention by the late Senato 
George W. Norris, of Nebraska, and which apparently involved the Army 
engineers and the Alabama Power Co. at Muscle Shoals lt was subsequent 
disclosed that there had been collusion between these two brothers under the 
skin, as a result of which public power generated at the dam was being supplied 





to the private utility during peak-load hours.” 
The following facts regarding this matter have been supplied by a senior 
engineer of the corps who worked on the Wilson Dam project at Muscle Shoals 
and who testified during the investigation referred to by Mr. Ickes 
Che Wilson Dam and power plant on the Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals 


TreSslio i] anthority, 
l i il LOT 











was constructed bv the Corps of Engineers under con 
which included no provision for disposal of power to be generated 
In 1925, upon completion of the Wilson Dam power plant became necessary 
to provide a load for testing the generating units This could have been done 
hy constructing water rheostats and wasting the power during the test period 
hut as an alternative it was decided to connect the plant to the syste f the 
Alabama Power Co., whose transmission lines were in the nmedinte nit 
ind thus provide a ftlexible‘load and also do useful work The Alaban Powe 
Co. agreed to take the test power and reimburse the Depart for 
rate of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour This was the beginning f the gree 
with the Alabama Power Co. which was continued with modit tions 
TVA took over on septe mber 1, 19383 
I pon completion of the test px riod the Alabama Pow CO gnined its ng 
ness to continue to take power from Wilson Dam at the cost of e! powe 
generated at | own steam powell plants In other words, at in¢ 
f steam generatio This resulted in an agreement whereby powe \ : 
he Alabama Power Co. at rates ranging from 4 1 s to 2 lepend 
pon which p nt the hydro power replaced In ord f il ( retu 
‘ft ad offset the mT oO! (ily ri Tl ti and maimrenance the | 
muse wa eventua written into the agreement I 1 
guaranty clause be © effective and the Government profited by 
I 1925 and 192828 innume ble offers were e ft 
g the nitrate fac ies l ’ I vere 
spose of the property or to set uy rocedure f 
1e oO powel No congressional authorit was fortl 
ling which assisted the Corps of Engineers in disposing of the power to bette 
Ivantage than to sel t ft the Alabama Power Co. under the agreeme Ss 
effect Due to this sit tior t wa mpossible to contract with the powe 
inv or any other age Vv, except o1 short-time b wl vi I 
ermit deferring the s f additional ge f ‘ re 
he growing loads Chis me that no one was wal ed paying more 
I emental cost of obtaining e amount of pr from ex ng fa 
\ udy of generating stS was made and the corps was convinced tha 
ites ranging from 4 mills to 2 mills fairly represented the incremental cost 


of generation from the plants of the Alabama Power Co, which were involved 
At one time consideration was given to advertising the power for sale to the 
highest bidder, but due to the fact that there were no prospective ustomers | 
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ho were in need of an appreciable amount of power from the plant or who 

uld afford to construct transmission facilities to distant points, this proposal 
was dropped because it was thought that it might result in even a lower return 
from the project than that obtained under the existing agreemel! 

rhe Chief of Engineers and Secretary of War consistently recommended to 


Congress that it pass legislation which would make better use of the Muscle 


Shoals property, but no legislation was adopted until the TVA Act of 1933. Dur 


ng nterval between September 1, 1925, and September 1, 1933, the returt 
the Government from the operation of the Wilson Dam power plant was 
s>.161,.004.66, while the cost of maintenance a opera ! ng tha period 
is S1,737,842.74 The corps felt, therefore, that it had exercise the best of 
udgment in obtaining pprox ately S n i ove! ad ! e tl st f 
peratiol ind vn renance té I iet pL ie é ( ] I Ft 
nubstanta OSS ! nta @ the role 
As M Loke states, an inve e ps \\ n D 
via nstituted in 1933 at the request of tl te Senator Ge re W.N \ 
ul visited the project ! that vear Che Senator | 1 beer ipypere ch I by 
tail divid s who had 2g ges against the corps or who had a nterest 
id spe Lit vhich would h ii ove broug ( oe er n 
he dam, b w! basa hee ‘ gnized by the rp eg é stor rs 
the power The investigatior ti S « ( na f eS \ ii a f 
n the case were en by he Chief of Hngineers if b - i! stall ip 
ps Was hevel ris I ( ‘ | ie esti ti« a it ippears 
ife to say Ul no ¢ idence t Ss] r othe! net! l ict Was eVer 
evelroped 
While it is Poss ble that Mr. Ickes’ memory may have failed ] n this case 
seems surprising that he should now state that the investigation disclosed 
ollusion. Since no such improper relationship ever existed, it seemis more prob 
ble that this now almost-forgotten cause was re ed and distorted in furtherance 
of the current effort to discredit the Corps of Lngineers 
In conciuding his foreword to the book “Muddy Waters \I I up 
the shades of the signers of the Constitution to witness the insubo) ate actions 
f the Corps of En eers: charges that no more lawless « rresponsible 
Federal group than the Corps of Army Engineers has ever at ed to oj te 
the United States either outside of or within the aw “% ad Suits the tfeg 
ty of the Congress b ndicating that its dignity and re ge have bee 
borrowed surreptitiously by the Army Engineers within whi masque ‘ 
He refers to the “torporific effect of the pork barrel” as a1 
the Army Engineet ! ieir ] nd concludes tha ( I 
enough of iutiy r ti bounty 
The signers of he Constitution were far-seeing ( I ely be 
‘ nti the est rlishe i Go I f I I Vs at oT me ] I é } 
century the Corp f Engineers has been engaged in ! 
rovements u r the ws enacted by Congress W he ‘ were 
fined to relatively Fr iVigatic mp! ements the Corps of Engineers was 
t subjec t it ks ich that unched by Mr. Icke The « rks 
gral howe las gl I nder specific Congress ! 
embi es flo nt and 1 ed wate est es «ae | ( wt 
roelect! We! ( troversial issues have necessari rise we 
t « ned specifically by the founding fathers Mr. Ickes d settle ‘ 
sues a rding ~ gl he Ce s of Engineers stand ‘ \ | 
hs ‘ thi id t 1 1 DT t¢ that ri t mpo nt a set 
the people, acting tl ug heir represen Congres plate 
( nstitnutic 


General PICK. (); last Monday (re) eral Chorpe hing’ ana I Lp pre ire 


efore the committee and discussed with the committe retain Te 
ures of the Hoover Commission report, which dealt with the Cor, 
rf Engineers. At that time he testified that the Sec e Ari 
ad written a letter Lo the ( ha Phi OT thre Col i] Tee lox} I 
ires in the Executive Department: the Senate. Senator MeClel 

which the Secretary of the Army. Mr. Fra Pace, Jr.. | 
shed the official omments of the Departme t of 1 \ 


part lar feature of the Hoover Comn “Slo report (7e@] ! ( } 


pening at that time 


yuoted from this jetter, but adh hot ive Dp 
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sion from the chairman of the Expenditures Committee of the Senate 
to release that letter for inclusion in these hearings. Since that time 
we have obtained that permission and I would like to insert the letter 
from the Securetay of the Army, Mr. Frank Pace, to the Honorable 
John L. McClellan, chairman of the Committee on Expenditures In 
the Executive Departments of the Senate. 

Mr. Jones. What is the date of the letter, General ? 

General Pick. The letter was dated May 4, 1951, sir 

Mr. Jones. Has it since become a public document 4 

General Pick 
nserted in the record. 

Mr. Jones. Is there Ly objection / It is so ordered. 

(The letter from rank Pace, Ji 
Honorable John L. McClellan. chairman of t (‘committee on Ex 


NO, sir. It will become i publ document now if 


penditures in the Executi Departments of e Senat ited May 4, 
i ° 

1 ] 

1951, sas follows 
i? \ Y 
Vi > s j 

Hon. Joun L. Met 

Cha ya? ( / } ) 
/ 1S . , 

[3 VI | erence que ng the 
Li ~ i™ De} i! t t > { | h =e 7 7 Jie i? lo effe 
( ce imendat i ‘ i v7 Ll) partmer | he Co 
ssion on Organ { f e brancl he Gov t d with 

r¢ ‘ s iol ' which | ] ~ I el e civil 
I I I he ( iL { fl ers Secret ] ‘ The SNeere 
ry Defer } ‘ ed I> T eT ‘ ess 
ne the views of the PD ne! Defense 
The Departm A n behalf I) Def s 
nosed to the b is it ray t 1) 
| roy d } Si | lt he 
S ' \ ! r ef of Fy d 
ene ‘ I ‘ ( ‘ 
I } the ¢ ( sf 
ld i 
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li he i ! I ( 
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mizht accrue from the proposal to transfer operational respons 
compensate for the grave military disadvantacs 

The Department does not here 
would meet the 


vilities, would 
s which would result 
propose a detailed alternative solution which 
valid objectives of improved Federal] 
n 


organization and manage 
ment sought by the Commission 


on Organization while pr 


serving the proved 
military advantages of the present 


arrangements However t is believed that 
it is poss ble, from the evidence, to spell out the Ininimum standards which such 
a solution should meet in order to pre 














serve these military advantages 
In the first place. it can be demonstrated that the ing hua t nin ot 
engineer officers in peacetime will be lequate to meet the challenge with 
hich the ili be contronted in war unless they are guar eed oO} t tv 
to develop their engineering and ad n rative ability in ~ f re 
ibility in the irge complex projects, available to them in pe: t niv in the 
civil works field Any approved solution should guarantes p \ I 
individual training and experience. 
Second, it can be demonstrated that thers ist be presery nm me a 
liitary ehgineering organ’ zation-in-bein capable of * sior 
phases of mobi ation and war-making ine wlin the p n pl 
One of the most significant single factors established by Vv inves nwa h 
Vital importance of the little-known engineering activities ¢ \r ! 
inobtrusive lild-up of our Atlantic and Paci bases in 1940-4 I sd t 
to see how this could have been done ; s quiet or as eflicien required ( 
reation of a ne rganization or the emergency diversion of a ganiza n 
oa militar t ‘ In domest emercencth i we , the ex ter or a ary 
organizati for il works has proved invaluable We ¢ I to re the 
reef « the ne ound areas 2 year ! to Di tT ] s fad isters 
hich have been met with m iry pre ptnes Ll efficier | \) ( . 
f kngineers It is im rohahle hat a noi I I LO! ad ( Dp ed 
es} ls I r ¢ el o tl ' nd pred ible « is of 
ich emergencis Certainly, a civ an y ion could me eX] té to so 
respond to at tary emergency \! | d u ve 
advantages of a military engineer o in on-in-being 
Third the proved ben ts in World W I] he ind ! vines ! 
training afforded participati y \\ | y 
imited to the super ty of ow nvine ng ¢ | 
denced by the dominant part which « { rine n th ! 
ti st 1 l y i ! t fT l ‘ Ar! 
Almost a ‘ n tl ear 
1 { | I t 
rgely b ! I n ti 
" ’ ] } ry 
| 
ed ( Citic ] ¢ 
Fi | | 1} ( ! | 
ree lk b . - 
} t | ( 1 
l T rie t iene 
dership ar | di t | I ‘ 
\ ~ 
It | 
( ( 
l ( \ d by A y I 
( r he TD 
’ 
| ‘ TO } 1M ! ‘ 
Corns f Tey neers has been espons'hie Te i I 
S ming up, ft Department believes tha 
Our t Vv ¢ ot g ‘ ~ Noy o 
n i \ r Il ( 
[ Ihre a l ! ig I | ’ 
( | ¥ Ks « i! t eing ! ( 
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(d) The integrity of the civil works organization of the Army Corps of Engi 
neers should be preserved. 

As Secretary of the Army I reiterate my deep conviction that the vital aspects 
of national preparedness must be taken adequately into consideration in the 
development of a satisfactory solution of this difficult and complex problem of 
reorganization. While 1 am in support of the general objectives of the Com 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, I cannot 
endorse a solution which I do not believe to be essential to the attainment of the 
sound objectives sought, and which I do believe will seriously inhibit our ability 
to mobilize our military engineering and logistical efforts with the speed and 
efficiency which I am convinced a future war will require 

In addition, attention is invited to the provisions of sections 4 (¢) and 7 (a) 
of the bill, which, respectively, authorize the Secretary of the Interior to make 
use of the personnel of the Corps of Engineers or other personnel of the Army 
Navy, or Air Force, detailed for service in connection with public works projects 
under the supervision and control of the Department of the Interior, and pro 
vide for the transfer to the Secretary of the Interior of all functions of the vari 
ous Government depurtments and agencies with respect to hospital construction, 
neither of which provisions is favored by the Department of Defenses 

Information available to this Department is not sufficient to enable it to esti 
mite the fiscal effect of the enactment of this measure 

This report has been coordinated among the departments and boards in the 
Department of Defense in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secre 
tary of Defense 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
oft this report 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK Pacer, Jr., Secretary of the Army 

’ » 

General Pr Kk. Mr. ¢ hairman, that completes my statement. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions / 

Thank you again, General. We appreciate your coming back 
today. There may be some (jue stions that will arise later. If there 
are any they will be of a technical nature and will be requests for 
data and information not of a general character, but of a specific 
nature, so we may have to eall General Chorpening back to be of 
some assistance to u 

General Pick. Mr. ¢ hairman, I will be glad to come back any time 

: : 
vou heed me, 

Mr. Donprro. Mr. Chairman, yesterday I handed a request in fo 
certain data or information from the engineers in regard to the 


formula of costs a 
which is a short one, be placed in the record. but 1 do hope that the 


il benefits. I have no desire that that request, 


engineers will take that request and give this committee such 
Information as they can on it, and then whatever the statement is, 
that it be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Anoett. Mr. Chairman, I asked that the analysis of the 
changes in costs of the McNary Dam be suppled tor the record, and 
I assume that will be done. 

(The material requested appears on p. 54.) 

Mr. JONES. If the information Is furnished on the an ly is of costs 
in relation to benefits that will be made a part of the 1 cord. Also 
the request thata pe fic analysis be made on McNary. When that is 
furnished that will be made tl part oft the record. 

General Pick. Yes, sir. We are working on both of them 

(The material referred to appears on p. 127.) 

Mr. DONDERO. The statement includes the things cif red 

Mr. Jones. General Pick, before you leave, you made a req 


to have printed these foun volumes. I am roi’ to aeier t ruling 
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on it and take it up with the committee as to whether or not it would 
become a part of the record. It is rather voluminous. It would 
cost us $4,800 to print and we are short of money, so I am going to 
have to take it up with miy fiscal people in order to find out whethe 
we can print it or not. Therefore I will defer the ruling of the 
Chair on it until such time as I can take it up with the committee in 
executive session. 

Mr. Donprro. Of course, the same question arises there as to the 
relation of costs and benefits. 

General Pick. Mr. Chairman, 1 hope the committee can see its 
way clear to include those reports mm the recore. 1 do not believe 
that these hearings would be coniplete unless that information could 
be read in conyunctiol with these hearmgs, because it ~ really 
far-reaching. 

{ The material referred to Is to be published Ink vol oe bl l. Ann inl 
Report of Chief of Engineers. U.S. Army, L951.) 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. Iam sure we will have an analysis of it 
and we can have a better judgment on it if we know what it contains 
Also, without ol jection, a COpy ot you letter of November 29 will be 
placed in the record at an appropriate place. Thank you very much, 

(The letter referred to appears on p. 71.) 


DEPARTMENT Of He ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
Washington, April 380. 1952 
Mr. Cuaries D. CURRAN, 
Sta/]/ Director, 3 pecial Nubcomimitter lo Study Civil V 8 
Public Works Committee, House of Re presentatives, Washington, L. ¢ 


Drak Mr. CurRRAN: Please refer to a memorandum dated April 1, 1952. request 


ing certain information regarding benefits and costs of civil-works projects, 
which was handed to the subcommittee chairman by Congressman Donde 
This memorandum was referred to first in page 26 of volume 4 of the transe1 

of hearings for April 2, 1952. <A copy of the memorandum is enclosed for 


reference 

Subsequently, on page 30 of volume V of the transcript for the April 3, 1952 
hearings, Mr. Dondero stated that while he had no desire that the request be 
placed in the record, he hoped that the engineers would take the request and ¢ 
the committee such information as they could on it, and that the engineers 
statement be made a part of the record 

In response to this request, I am enclosing a statement on benefits and costs 
for the entire civil-works program, together with comparisons of benefits and 
costs giving the information requested in Congressman Dondero’s memorandu: 
for two projects which were listed by name in that memorandum and for three 
multiple-use projects which illustrate the various types of benefits considered 

Full compliance with the request contained in Congressman Dondero’s met 
randum will require the cost and benefit information on from 300 to 400 projects 
The breakdown of benefit data requested is in greater detail than it is possible 


with our limited staff to keep available in this office It wi require extensive 
research into the reports and files of field offices which will involve a conside 
able expenditure of time and effort | hope, therefore, that the enclosed stat 


ment will provide an adequate answer to the question raised by the memo 


randuin In this connection I may mention that the procedures for econor 
analysis used by the Corps of Engineers are fully described in the Report on the 
Federal Civil Works Program, which was submitted to the ibcommittee 
Chief of Engineer m March 27, 1952 

Not printec j nt ‘ ? 7 ent 
vol pt. I, Ar I t of Chie I ‘ 1 
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In the event, however, that you should sti desire thi nformation for all of 


the projects referred to, I shall make every effort to supply as rapidly as 


possible upon further advice 





Sincerely yours, 
C, H. CHorpe IN¢ 
B lier Ge / 1S f trv 
issist ti Ch f } ( Works 
ECONO) \ I HE FeperRat Crvii-We S PROGRAM 
This statement has been prepared to furnish an apy the economi 
worth of the « wi s improvements which 1] e bet ituthorized by Congress 
and constructed | the Corps of Engineers Ques s ha rere I ed recent 
ears as to the ¢ ( T rmsing const ction Costs upor e ¢ m wort of 
these nroiect o whether thev } e oved to b , é n f nublis 
fund n s to how the act performance of est ! pares with the 
econom \ e @eSTIT ted for hem b the Corp ker nee! | sed by Co 
! fi tho itio Answers to the qi tior vi e found in 
the following paragraphs 
} ( 0 TS ( INSTI . 
Phie nereas Cost Ti l projects of the a f ( vorks } crum 
wil } ‘ ple ‘ co ructio ! v ly f ‘ 
f 
| > 1 
8.4 
Cost 1nere Ses greatel! i Lhe \ es Snow ) i Dee eric on 
ri ll! ndividua p> } ‘ I ] t I hese veve \¢ 
balance between benefits and costs for these } col 
stant AS in general the Same econol Li I ‘ t 
increa have also prod da rise in the dolla ( ( g on 
he projects 
1} ! ( ! rig } ( } been ¢ ’ ¢ ‘ 
water-borne ew h | i d the t \ ~ 
and has ny case eatly exceeded tl ed | e Corps of 
lingineers il ‘ 1! econom anatiyvses of the | it v 
¢ l s l fe tT ~ I eCPHASt 
) is is 
I on the Gre Lake . e] | 5 
! ‘ \ ! } ‘ ] *() hen my ) VW ‘ 
ho ed 3 ad onst! ed I rea ed 1 depres és 
n 1922; but has risen to 112 billie n-miles in 1950 
Phe ad il le lye tits « l i nt f 
nece IrlivV rise n strict a nee with tie ( 
, ‘ ‘ 
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up ftlood-control benefits. The greater part of the benefit of tlood-control | 


is flood damage prevented. This is measured in terms of construction mat 


and labor necessary to repair damaged buildings or to replace bridges; 
cultural crops and effort lost when far! l 


and productive capacity when industrial ¢ 








| itions are halted by high 
Between 1941 and 1951 the cost of construction generally has about d 


Ss measured by the 10] percent rise in the Engineering Ne s Record Cx 


tion Cost index over that period. Over the same period the following in 


i 
have taken place in the dollar value of basic elements involved in flood d 
and benetits of flood preventior 


Reconst ruction 


Steel 


Lirmbet 


Industry 
Workers’ earnings 


fconsumers prices 


Wholesale commodities 


It is not prac ticable to set a fizure indicating renera r flow 
age prevention as ¢ h case must be considered individually: | it sec 


dent that the upward trend in dollar value of such benefits has equaled 
ceeded the general rise in construction costs 

Increases in benefits from civil-works projects over those originally est 
have been due to the following factors 

(a) In many cases the scope of projects has been increased by congre 
authorization and these in 
the additional costs involved 





have resulted in additional benefits t 





(4) It is now apparent that estimates of benefits in some of the earlier r 
pI 

ol the Corps of Engineers \ ere very conservative and that manv benefits 

not included This is particularly true for some of the earlier flood-c 


projects in estigated before the development Tt present proced res for 
ating benefits 


I ECONOMI VALI 


Federal appropriations of $1,.355.600.000 


a 


year 152 for the improvement of 286 commercial harbors on the coasts 


United States and its overseas territories and possessions, and n 


ire 
harbors for light-draft vessels. Expenditure of these funds has made 

the development of the best System OF maritime ports in the vorld If 
practicable to place at onetary value on the benefits of these harbors o1 
contribution to the we lfare of the Nation il peace and war It is sufe, he 
to say that if their returns to the Nation could be expressed in monetary 


it would be many times the relatively small Federal appropriation for this 
The increasis usefulness of these harbors is shown by an increase in 


from 306,600,000 tons in 1029 to £30 COU 000 tons in 1950 
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mralects 
erials 


in aver 


ire flooded; and in loss of wages 


water 
a ble d, 


mstruc 


reases 


umMares 





LOG 
! da il 


Great Lakes harbors and connecting channels 

Federal appropriations of about S8388,000,000 have beet provided through fiseal 
year 1952 for improvement of the 131 harbors and connecting channels of the 
Great Lakes. These Federal improvements have made possible the develop 
ment of an unexcelled tran portation svstem for bulk commodities sue] re, 
grain, and con! Che great natural faci ity of the lakes, as improved bv the Fed- 
eral Government, provides the basic tr nsportation structuy 4 f t} . il 
Midwest There is no alternative for this system and it is} t pric ible » set 


a dollar value on, or develop by ordinary means of economic analvsis. the ret 


to the Nation which have resulted from the basic Federal improvements fl 
made possible this essential development. The heavy and increasing us¢ 
Great Lakes system is shown by the increase in traffic from 97.000.000.00 
miles in 1929 to 112,000,000,000 ton-miles in 1950 
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Inland and intercoastal waterways 

Federal appropriations for inland and intracoastal waterways have resulted 
in a system of about 27,000 miles of improved waterways ranging from minor 
shallow draft improvements kept open at small cost by occasional snagging and 
clearing operations to major canalized waterways such as the Ohio and Ilinois. 
About SO percent of the commerce, however, is carried on 15 major waterways 
with an aggregate length of about 7.100 miles 

Since the latest available statistics on waterway commerce are for the calendar 
vear 1950 the following over-all economic comparison is made using traffic figures 
through 1950 and costs through June 30, 1951: 

(a) Costs The total cost of the current system of inland and intracoastal 
waterways through June 30, 1951, including navigation work on the lower Mis 
sissippi River, and including all Federal construction, maintenance and operation 
has been about $2,100,000,000. This cost expressed on an annual basis, to in 
clude interest and amortization as well as current costs of maintenance and 
operation, results in an average annual charge of about S90.000,000 

(b) Benefits. rhe water-borne commerce movelment over these waterways 
has increased from 8,600,000,000 ton-miles in 1929 to 51,700,000,000 ton-miles in 
1950; and for the 22-vear period has totaled 431,600,000,000 ton-miles Based on 
an analysis of waterways carrying SO percent of the traffic it is estimated that 
transportation savings average about 6 miles per ton-mile This unit saving 
applied to the total commerce movement indicates a saving of $2,589,000,000 
which has accrued during the 22-year period ending June 30, 1950. This same 
unit saving is applied to the 51,700,000,000 ton-mile movement for 1950, gives a 
current annual saving or benefit of $310,000,000. 

(c) Benefit-cost ratio —Comparison of the foregoing costs and benefits shows 
that 

(1) The $2,100,000,000 cost of the waterways to June 30, 1951, has been ex- 
ceeded by the $2,589,000,000 benefit. With the high levels of water-borne com- 
merce now prevailing over these waterways this margin of benefits over costs 
may be expected to increase during the many years of useful life which remain 
for these improvements 

(2) Comparison of the current annual charge of $90,000,000 with the annual 
henefit for 1950 indicates a current benefit cost ratio of 3.4 


(3) On the basis of these figures it may be stated conservatively that the 
system of waterways as a whole is repaying well over S82 for every Federal 


dollar expended. 
Flood control—Mississippi River and tributaries 

The Federal project for flood control and navigation in the alluvial valley of 
the Mississippi River was authorized by Congress in 1928S and has been brought 
to its present state of completion with appropriations of $908,000,000 ($720,400,000 
for new work and $187,600,000 for maintenance and operation) through fiscal 
year 1952. The project has become increasingly effective in affording protection 
to the alluvial valley as work have been completed ; and there has been no gen- 
eral overflow in the valley during the past 25 vears, although record or near- 
record stages have occurred at many points along the river during the period. 
Prior to the Federal project general flooding in the alluvial valley was an almost 
annual occurrence. This long period of freedom from overflow has resulted in a 
tremendous advance in the social and economic status of the valley; and the 
flood-protection works are a basic element in the development of one of the most 


important agricultural areas in the United States \t its present stage of com- 
lillion acres of 


pletion this project protects over 100 communities and over 20 n 
land 

The following over-all economic analysis of the project for the alluvial valley 
is based on benefits and costs to June 30, 1950 

(a) Costs.—The cost of the authorized project to June 
follows for construction, maintenance, and operation : 


» 


Oo. 1950, has been as 


Federal _ $809, 800, 000 
Local 16, 900, 000 
Total 856, 700, 000 
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The total cost of the alluvial valley project is estimated as follows on the 
basis of 1951 price levels: 


New York: 
Federal $1, 245, 700, 000 
Local 830, 000, 000 
Total 1, 273, 700, 000 
\nbpual maintenance and operation: 
Federal 15, 000, 000 
Local » OOO, OOO 
Total 17. 000, 000 


rhe estimated cost of new work for the alluvial valley project is the total of authoriza 
tions amounting to $1,292,749,000 less $49,100,000 of maintenance and operation costs 
which was chargeable against the authorization and included therein 

This total estimated cost expresesd on an annual basis to include interest and 
amortization and maintenance and operation results in an estimated average 
annual charge of $71,100,000. 

(b) Benefits —The benefits of the alluvial valley project accumulated since 
1928 have been estimated as follows through June 30, 1950 


Flood control £5, 000, 000, 000 
Navigation 400, 000, 000 
Total 5. 400, 000, 000 


This accumulated benefit reduced to place it on a dollar basis common with the 
costs Which produced it would amount to about $4.3 billion. The current average 
annual benefit of the alluvial valley project is estimated at about $270,000,000 

(c) Benefit-cost ratio —Comparison of the foregoing costs and benefits for the 
alluvial valley project shows that: 

(1) The $856,700,000 cost through June 30, 1950, has produced benefits esti 
mated at $4,300,000,000; or about $5 in benefits for every dollar (Federal and 
ocal) that has been expended 

(2) Comparison of the current annual charge of $71,100,000 with the estimated 
average annual benefit of $270,000,000 indicates a current benefit cost ratio of 
3.8 for the project 

It should be noted that benefits and costs for navigation on the lower Missis- 
sippi have been included in both the analysis of waterways and in the foregoing 
analysis of the project for navigation and flood control on the Mississippi River. 
There is no intention of using these benefits twice as the analyses are entirely 
separate. If it is desired to combine these analyses the lower Mississippi naviga- 
tion costs and benefits should be eliminated from one or the other of them. 

K'lood control—General 

The general flood-control program embraces all Federal flood-control activities 
under the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers, other than the project for the 
alluvial valley of the Mississippi River. Except for work on the Sacramento 
River in California and on Lake Okeechobee in Florida, this general flood-control 
program dates from 1936 when the first general flood-control legislation was 
enacted by Congress. The first general tlood-control appropriation was for fiscal 
year 1938S; and the first general flood-control projects began to come into operation 
n 1940. Thus the general flood-control program was about 10 years old at the 
end of fiscal year 1950. 

During this decade some of the completed flood-control works have been tested 
repeatedly by floods and have served their intended purposes. In one serious 
nstance, in 1951, the Kansas City local flood protection works were called on to 
operate without the upstream reservoir control which had been planned for the 
Kansas River Basin, and proved inadequate. This resulted in the most destruc- 
tive flood of record in terms of damage to a highly industrialized area. In other 
cases projects now in operating condition have not yet been tested by floods and 
have had no opportunity to demonstrate their value, 

As of June 30, 1950, the general completed or in operation provided flood pro- 
tection to over 750 communities and to 5,700,000 acres of agricultural land. 
Since over-all benefit estimates are available as of June 30, 1950, as a result of 
data compiled for the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission, the fol- 


lowing analysis of the economic status of the program is given as of that date. 
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(a) Costs.—The costs of the general flood-control program accumulated to June 
30, 1950, including construction and maintenance and operation have been 
Federal $1, 019, 300, 000 
vocal . 2? 200, 000 
I l 122, 300, 
Total 1, 141, GOO, 000 

This cost expressed on an annual b: 
plus maintenance 
$52,000,000. 

(b) Benefits —During the period of operation of 
produced the followi! 


iSIS to lhe 1de inte 


rest and amortization, 


and operation, ige annual charge of about 


results 1h ahh ave 


i 

wing accumulated benefits: 
Flood damage prevented $737. 100. 000 
Increased land use 164, 600, 000 


Other (power, water supply, 55, TOO, OOO 


er 


Total 957. 400, 000 

If these accumulated benefit estimates are modified to place them on 
basis common with the costs which produced them, there 
of $641,000,000 for use in Compariso! t 


producing this benefit 


a dollar 
results a reduced benefit 


i¢ period Sil ti 


with costs for tl 1 he projects 


t 


have been in operation To! 


il riod of 8S vears on the 
average, the experienced average annual benefit has been about $80,000,000. 

(c) Benefit-cost comparison Comparison of the foregoing costs and benefits 
shows that: 
(1) Benefits of $641,000,000 accumulated over the decade compare with accu 
1uS in 10 years the works have returned in 
benefits about 56 percent of all costs incurred, and many years of useful life 
remain in which the projects will continue to function 

2) Comparison of experienced 


mulated costs of $1,141,600,000. Ti 


average annual benefits of SS0,000 000 with 
average annual charges of $52,000,000 indicates a benefit-cost ratio of 1.54 for this 
group of projects, for the period of operation 


Ill, COMPARISON OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS WITH RECt Ns 

The following comparisons are given to show how the accomplishments « 
various projects and of the civil-works program genera have lived up to the 
claims made for the projects by the Corps of Engines when they were recom 
mended to Congress for authorization : 

Illinois waterway: The original Federal project fon iprovement of naviga 
tion on the Illinois waterway was adopted by Congress in the River and Harbor 
Act of 1852 and was continued under the acts of 1Se%, IS70, LSSu. and 107 Phe 
present project authorized initially by the River and Harb Act of 1927, and 
modified by subsequent acts provides for a waterway 9 feet deep from the Missis 
sippi River to Lake Michigan at Chicago. The project es improvement of 


the Illinois and Des Plaines Ri 


eTs by menuns of 
and the Chicago § 


and dredging; 


Sanitary and Ship Canal on the South Branch of Chicago River. 
The total channel length is 336 miles. Project dimensions were obtained by 
1939; and some traffic developed prior to that time 

Comparison of actual accomplishments for this waterway with those antici 
pated as a basis authorization by C gress may be summarize is Tollows 
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It will be noted that the actual returns for this project of $1.82 per dollar 


of cost. which were experienced during the 1985-50 period when traffic was 
ess than the benefit-cost ratio of 1.95 which was the 


developing, were somewhat 
basis for authorization 
Current traffic and savings, however, have far exceeded the original esti- 
mates; and the current benefit-cost ratio, based on 1950 experience, is 4.31 
New Haven Harbor, Conn.: The 35-foot main channel improvement was au 
thorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946; and was constructed 
luring the period March 1948—November 10949 


t 
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Huron Harbor, Ohio: This project was authorized by the River nd Harbor 
Act of 1955 and was completed in 1940 


I } 
Annual ch t , 20) 
Annual ( t 
Before im] 
After ir ‘ ”) 
4 1} t < ) $ Th 
I efit 1 


Klood control, Vississippi River and tributaries 

This project for flood control and navigation in the alluvial valley of the 
Mississippi River was authorized by Congress in 1928 on the basis of recom 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers made in House Document No. 90, Seventieth 
Congress. The present procedure for economic analysis was not in use at that 
time, but in his report the Chief of Engineers presented economic data s ip 
porting the need for and value of the project and concluded i} in his opinion 
the project was “unquestionably justified.” This conclusion has been borne out 
by the fact that the project has returned over SS in benetits for every dollar 


of cost: and that it has a present benefit-cost ratio of 3.8 
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Flood control, general 

(a) Projects complete or in operation.—The general flood-control projects 
completed or in operation as of June 30, 1950, have repaid over half of their 
cost in less than 10 years of operation; and show an average benefit-cost ratix 
for that pericd of 1.54. This ratio is relatively low because some projects for 
which costs have been included have not been tested by floods and consequently 
show no benefits for the period However when this group of projects was rec 
ommended to Congress for authorization the average benefit-cost ratio was 
about 1.5. 

(b) Projects under construction The general flood-control projects now 
under construction have an estimated average benefit-cost ratio of about 1.64 
When this group of projects was recommended to Congress for authorization 
their estimated average benefit-cost ratio was about 1.58 


Pittsburgh reservoir system: The first general Flood Control Act of 1986 
authorized a system of nine reservoirs in the Allegheny-Monongahela River 
Basins for flood protection in the Pittsburgh area This system included the 


Tygart Reservoir in the Monongahela Basin which the Corps of Engineers had 
placed under construction as a result of authorization by the Public Works 
Administration in 1934 and which subsequently received Congressional a 
thorization in the River and Harbor Act of 19235. The general plan for reser 
voir control in the Ohio River Basin which was approved by Congress in the 
Flood Control Act of 1938 included the Youghicgheny Reservoir in this system 
as a substitute for the West Fork Reservoir of the original system. Six of 
these reservoirs have been completed and have been n operation tor periods 
ranging from 14 vears for Tygart te 9 years for Youghiogher 

The accomplishment of this completed system of six reservoirs may be com 
pared, in terms of benefit-cost ratios, with the values anticipated for them by 
the Corps of Engineers when they were authorized initially 


Basis for autho } Act xperic June 
19 
f 2 
I te benef 
T vgart 12.0 uy 8 R 4 ‘ u 
Tionesta {88_ 00 19 ' 4. 3 
Mahoning Creek 22 
Crooked Creek 2, 208, 00 ‘ | oh { 
Loyalhanna 2, 640, 00 i ‘ 
You logheny , »0 
i i s ") otal ~ 2. & 
Riverand Ha \ ) fter w VA 
Flood Control Act 19:36; est tes from O R {)s 
Flood Control Act of 1938 timates fro! 37 1 y rel 


Plans, estimates of cost and benefit-cost ratios for these six reservoirs were 
revised by the Corps of Engineers in 1937 after the Ohio Basin flood of that year 
and these revised estimates were presented to the Flood Control Committee of 
the House of Representatives when Congressional approval was given to the 


general comprehensive plan for the Ohio River Basi The revised 1937 esti 
mates for these reservoirs, which provided generally for larger storage capacities 
than were originally anticipated in the 308 report (H. Doe. 306, 74th Cong.), 
totaled $46,659,000 and the estimated benefit-cost ratio for the system of 2.34 
These figures may be compared with the actual cost of $49.382.000 and the benefit 


cost ratio of 2.9 experienced for the period of operation 

Other benefits: The civil-works projects now in operation are producing large 
additional benefits which were not included in original economic analyses, or 
which were anticipated only to a very limited extent Benefits of the following 
types are not included in the monetary benefit-cost computation given in preced- 
ing paragraphs: 

(a) Provision of wildlife range for development, management, and use of wild 
life resources, on project lands (1951), 3,500,000 acres 

(b) Fishing and hunting on reservoirs and reservoir areas in 1951. 7.100.000 


man-days 
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(c) Fish harvest from water areas: Pounds 
Sport ee aS a len _ 7 . S, OO), OOO 
Commercial. abhi Sx Wed BR etait im is Sy ieee Se ae 16, 000, OOO 


(d) Public attendance at project recreational areas in 1951, 26,000,000 persons 
SUMMARY 


There are a few projects of the civil-works program which have not produced 
the benefits estimated for them by the Corps of Engineers; because economic con 
ditions have changed and anticipated waterborne commerce has failed to develop 
or because anticipated flood damages have not materialized. The reeord shows, 
however, that the program as a whole and the great majority of individual 
projects are proving to be a better investment of public funds than was antici 
pated when they were authorized by Congress 
Procedure for cconomic analysis 

Summaries of the following five projects which are under construction or in 
the detailed planning stage are given to illustrate the procedure used 
Corps of Engineers for economic analysis of civil-works projects 


CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM (CUMBERLAND RIVER, TENN 


fhe Cheatham lock and dam, now under construction on the Cumberland 

River, is a part of the authorized plan of improvement for the Cumberland River 
Basin, and is one of a series of navigation locks and dams required to provide 
9-foot navigation below Knoxville, Tenn 
Cost : 

Total estimated Federal cost (1951) i 

Relocations and lands included in above estimate 

Estimated annual charges _ a 


$14, 200, 000 
2, 400), OOO 
668, OOO 


Benefits (average annual) : 

Savings in transportation costs on existing and prospective 
traffic These savings will result from availability of deeper 
draft, saving in time during lockages, and improved channel 
conditions Sa, OOO 

Savings in Federal operation, maintenance, and replacement 
costs due to elimination of three obsolete locks and dams 
Elimination of annual dredging now required to maintain pres 


ent channel : 


1) an 
78, 000 


Total average annual benefits 8 


Benefit-cost ratio: Comparison of the estimated average annual charges of 


$668 000 with the estimated average annual savings indicates a benefit-cos 
of 1.77 for this projec t 
r'TLE CREEK RESERVOIR (BIG BLUE RIVER, KANS 
The Little Creek Reservoir on the Big Blue River in Kansas is a unit of the 
authorized Pick-Sloan plan for the Missouri River Basin It has not yet been 
started; but funds to initiate its construction were requested for fiscal year 
1LOD3 
Cost 
Total estimated Federal cost (1951) £79, 132. 000 
Relocations and lands included in above estimated cost 28, 831, OOO 
Estimated average annual charges , O47. 000 
Benefits (average annual): Prior to occurrence of the 1951 flood in the Kansas 


River Basin the plan for operation of Tuttle Creek Reservoir provided for mainte 


hance of conserVation storage in the reservoir in addition to flood coutro Under 
this method of operation the ben: fits were estimated as follows: 

(a) Flood damaue prevented The reservoir will provide flood protection to 
5,000 acres of land in the Big Blue River Valley, and operating in conjunction 
with other authorized reservoirs will contribute substantially to protection of 
some 650,000 acres in the Kansas and lower Missouri River Valleys It also 
contributes to flood protection at the towns of Manhattan, Topeka, Lawrence 
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and the Kansas Citys ese benetits have been estimated on an 
at $4,279,000 

(b) Conservation benefits Provision of conservation storage in 
will permit increased low-water flows on the Big Blue, Kansas, 
Rivers for the benefit of domestic and industrial water supplies a 


annual basis 


the reservoir 


and Missouri 


d for naviga 


tion This low-flow regulation benefit has been estimated on an average annual 


basis at S3S89,000 
Total average annual benefits, $4,668,000 
(More recent studies under way as a result of experience with 


7 
t 


on the Kansas River indicate that using the entire capacity of the 


flood control will probably be more beneficial than provision of 


he LOD) flood 
reservoir for 
conservation 


storage and it appears certain that use for flood control only will produce greater 


benetits than those estimated above, 


Benetit-cost ratio Comparison of the estimated average annual charges of 
$3,047,000 with estimated average annual benefits of $4,668,000 indicates a mini 


mum benefit-cost ratio of 1.53 As ind ited nbove the ratio wil 


conservation storage is used for flood control 


MC NARY PROJECT COLUMBIA RIVER, ORE( LN WASH 


The MeNary project is a large multiple-use project now unde 
in the Columbia Rive { 

that river basin It is being 
and power development 


is a part of the comprehensive plan of de 
yr «le veloped primar ly nm the nrerest 


Cost 
Total estimated Federal cost (1951 
Relocations and lands included 
Estimated average annual charges 
Benefits (average annual) 


(a) Navigation The project as part of the pian for canal 
zation of the Columbia and Snake Rivers will provide 67 
miles of slackwater navigation, Navigation benefits 


based on savings in transportation costs have been esti 
mated at 


(b) Power development,—The MeNary project will be an im 
portant factor in meeting the anticipated power require 
ments of the Pacific Northwest Its annual power value 
has been estimated as follows: 

Capa ity: Dependabl capacity 778.000 kilowatts 
$16.16 per kilowatt less 7 percent transmission 


LOSSeS 


Energy: Prime power 545,000 kilowat 8.760 
hours per yeat 1,774,200,000 kilowatt 2 
mills per kilowatt-hour less 7 pe ‘nt transmis 
sion losses 
Since preceding values are for 12 units only, and 2 units w 


be added to utilize upstream storage when provided ; add fol 
lowing value which has been deducted from benefits assigned 
to upstream storage 

Deduct transmission cost t $7.71 per kilowatt of dependabl 


capacity 





Total average annual power benefit 

(ec) Irrigation Provision of the MeNary pool will benefit the 
development of over 244,000 acres of irrigable lands by 
reducing the cost of irrigation, pumping, and pipeline 
This annual benefit is estimated at 

(@) Other benefits Incidental benefits due to use of the re 
ervoir for recreation and for preservation of fish and 
wildlife have been estimated at 


Total benefits 


senefit-cost ratio: Comparison f the estimates 
with the estimated annual benefit of $17,059,000) gives benef 


1.19 for this project 


improved if 


construction 
elopment for 


f navigation 


SLZSL, G50, OOO 
17, TOO, OOO 
14, 276, GOO 


~OS81, OOO 


11. 602. OOO 


Ps 


SOO), OM) 


O10, OOO 


OS1, 000 


yD. O11, 0OO 


506, OOO 


61, 000 


17, 059, 000 


$14,276,000 
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FOLSOM RESERVOIR ;AMERICAN RIVER, CALI 


The Folsom Reservoir is a multiple-use project for flood 
veiopment and water conservation, now under construction on the American 
River in California. It is a key unit in comprehensive plan for flood control and 
other purposes in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basin. The Corps of 
Engineers is building the dam and reservoir with provisions for power develop 
ment while the Bureau of Reclamation will provide the installation for genera 
tion of hvdroelec tric power 


control, power de- 


Cast: 
Estimated Federal cost exclusive of power facilities t pro 
vided by U. S. Bureau of Reclamation (1951) $57, STO, OVO 
Lands and relocations in above estimate S, 190, OOO 
Estimated average annual charge 2, 720, OOO 
Benetits : 
(a) Flood control The reservoir will provide full protec n ti 
the city of Sacramento and adjacent urb trens, and 
in conjunction with a proposed extension of existing le 
ees will in addition protect about 10,000 acres of ag 
cultural lands and suburban residential reas 
right bank of American River. The average annual value 
of the flood-control beneiit has been estimated at l OU, CH 
(b) Water supplu ()peration of the reservoir vill provide 
about 500.000 acre-feet of new er per vear on the ay 
erage. This water will be utilized to produce the f 
lowing benefits: 
Irrigation, 345,000 acre-feet 1, 500, G00 
Salinity repulsion, 111,000 acre-feet HOU, OOO 
Municipal supply, 44,000 acre-feet 1) aw) 
(c) Pow Phe project w make possible a i! ul 
about 160,000 kilowatts and generation of abou YOO 00) 
kilowatt-hours of electrical energy per year Pewel 
benefits are not claimed because the U. S. Bureau of Re 
lamation is providing for this feature, except for the 


cost of providing in the dam for this power development 


expressed in average annual terms “00, O00 


Total average annual benetits £, 000, OOO 
Benefit-cost ratio: Comparison of estimated average an! 1 charges of S82 
720,000 with estimated averagt l cos 


annual benefits of $4,000,000 gives a benefit 
ratio for this project of 1.48 for this project, exclusive of tl 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. Generation of 


economic value of the project. 


e power developme! 
power W increase the over 
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BLAKELY MOUNTAIN PROJECT (OUACHITA RIVER, ARK 





The Blakely Mountain Dam is a multiple-use project for flood control and power 
development on the Ouachita River in Arkansas. It is now under construction. 


Costs: 

Total estimated Federal cost 

Lands and relocations includes 

Estimated average annual charges ae 

Benetits : 

(a) Flood centrol.—Operation of the reservoir will reduce 
flooding on about 100,000 acres of land including 25,000 
acres highly developed for agricultural purposes. It will 
also provide substantial flood protection to Arkadelphia 
and Melvern, Ark The average annual value of these 
flood-control benefits have been estimated at 


1951) $32, 675, 000 
in above estimate +, 450, 000 
1, 6S5, OOO 


633, OOO 


(b) Power.—The power valnes often allowing for transmission 


losses and cost of transmission have been estimated as 


follows: 
Capacity : 63,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity at $22.48 
per kilowatt 1, 416, OOO 
Energy: 131,500,000 kilowatt-hours at 1.07 mills per kilo 
watt-hour 
Benetits to downstream Remmel and Carpenter Dams 
Capacity : 
92300 kilowatts at $22.48 209, OOO 
t-hours at 1.07 mills 1, 000 


141, 000 


1,200,000 kilowat 


Total 1, 767, 000 


Total estimated henefits / 4 itcoaee 2, 400, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio: Comparison of estimated average annual charges with esti- 
mated average afinual benefits for this project gives a benetit cost ratio of 1.42. 


(Whereupon, at 11 a. m. the subcommittee adjout ned until 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, April 22, 1952.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 29, 1952 


Com™MiIrree ON Pusiic Works, 
SprciaL Suncommirree To Srupy Crvit Works, 
W ashir gton, dD. c. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:05 
4. m., in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Robert E. Jones, 
Jr., presiding. 

Charles D. Curran, staff director. 

Mr. Jones. This morning we have Governor Miller, former Gov 
ernor of Wyoming and chairman of the Natural Resources Task Force 
of the Hoover Commission. 

Governor Miller, will you come around, please ¢ 

Governor, you can well appreciate the task we have before us be 
cause we are undertaking to make a study such as you conducted with 
respect to water resources and allied subjects. We are delighted to 
have you with us today to draw from your wealth of experience in 
this field of study. We will be delighted to hear from you at this 
time. 


STATEMENT OF LESLIE A. MILLER, FORMER CHAIRMAN, NATURAL 
RESOURCES TASK FORCE, HOOVER COMMISSION 


Mr. Mitter. Thank you. I know you gentlemen have many things 
to do and that you have a limited amount of time that you can spend 
on these things. So, in order to keep myself within bounds, 1 am 
going to read a statement which I have prepared, if you please, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Mitzter. Gentlemen of the committee, it is my desire to discuss 
briefly one or two of the current policies in water-resource 
development. 

First, the more or less recent tendency to delegate to bureaus the 
responsibilities of the Congress. As an outstanding example, con- 
sider the consequence of the Flood Control Act of 1944, which gave 
effect to what is known as the Pick-Sloan plan for the Missouri River 
Basin. By this act the combined plans of the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation for the Missouri River were ap 
proved. Atthe time it was estimated for Congress by the two Bureaus 
that the over-all project would cost about S15 billion. At a recent 
meeting of the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee a report on 
current estimated cost was made by a special committee. A writer 
for the St. Louis Post-Dispatch present at the meeting summarized 


the report for his paper and placed the new estimates, including the 
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Federal Government's share ot the Interagency approved soil co isel 
vation plans, at $15 billion. 

Congress, in addition to giving approval to all the units of the 
Pick-Sloan plan, established the Missouri Basin fund. Appropria 
tions are made not to individual projects on their merits as they 
should be unclerstood by committees of the Congress, but to the fund, 
$80 million to $90 million per fiscal year. The bureaus apply these 
moneys In many cases to projects whose costs and specifications bear 
little resemblance to those ap yproved by Congress in 1944. 

[f we have time here I would like to enlarge upon that and give the 
comm tee an exanip le of how A are expel a ded from this fund 


1 


which hi acd ho bearing on whi: il onvress ka w nbout t em at the Lime 
the funds were appropriated. 

Consider al specific example, the Glendo unit on the North Platte 
River, in Wyoming. As a unit of the original Pick-Sloan plan this 
vas to be a small silt-control reservoir with a « apacity of 150,000 acre 
feet and t re cost was estimated at s750.000. Follow hg approval as 
afore Sal a. Le Bureau of Reclamation mace more stuclie cdl Surveys and 
came ne Sige lusion the Glendo project was econon cally infeasible. 


Determined nevert! eless to hang onto the project in some form, nine 


additional studies were made and it now has been ereatly enlarged. 
The unit as prese ouths proposed for approval by the three States of 
Colorado. Wyoming, and Nebraska has CTOW) toa two clam hvdro 
electric development estimated to cost S42 million. Congress has had 


no voice in the Vast expansion of this one proje be Another point, the 
Glendo, is another hvdroelect ric promotion W th no irrigation fea 
tures—contrary to reclamation law. 

Another example: The Oahe Dam, in South Dakota. was originally 
a project of ; Bureau of Reclamation, but taken over by the ¢ orps of 


T? 
j 


Eneimeers in » Pick-Sloan agreement. Following approval of the 
project as ports seed vv the Bureau the corps proceeded to change the 
location of the dam. moving t several miles and vastly creasing the 
cost. ( ‘oneress I) idl no voice ln these ( hange | ndet the OAS fu al 
procedure changes of any and all kinds can be made by the bureaus 
nd Congress is none the wiser. . 

Possibly some Members cLT't familiar Wit trie omewhat sim lar 
handling of th nes in the case ot the proposed Gray Po hit Dam on 
the Missouri River. Here also oreai chay ves were made follow ng 
congressional authorization. The authorized plans provided a dam 


with a 25-foot head. This has been changed to a 45-foot head without 
what would seem to be a consistent reconsideration by ¢ ongress, and 
the approved estimate of $15 million is now fixed at more than $60 
million. 

(ret back to Glendo. As stated, originally the function here Was to 
contro] silt—there Was no consi leration of flood CON trol, The st veral 
dams already in oper: ition up and clo wn the North Platte were con 

idered to pro\ ide all floo d control nece sary lon Oo that strean How 
ever, when the congressionally approved small dam was a scarded 


the bureau planned one of 800.000 acre feet Capac ty Tor powel produ 


tion. In their ze il to minimize the self-liquidat na ce ts. the Bureau 
up yrroached the COrps for “al allocation tol nonre:mmburs vie flood 
control. The e rps obliged and if Grlendo built as no proposed, 
10.000 icre-Teet WV I] be desiot ited as flood { trol ind ft erehy +} af 
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proportion of the cost will not have to be paid by the beneficiaries, the 
users of power. 

So much for the present day lack of control of water development 
projects by the Congress. I desire to discuss a second major considera 
tion—that of financial responsibility or the lack thereof, as is usually 
the case, by beneficiaries of many of the water projects, particularly 
those of the Corps of Engineers. As the committee well knows, flood 
control and navigation projects of the Corps of Engineers are almost 
wholly nonreimbursable. Power projects are supposedly fully reim 
bursable and irrigation features partly so. The report of the Presi 
dent’s Water Resources Policy Commission set forth cogent reason: 
why rensonable shares of the costs of m ny oft the projects should he 
assessed to beneficiaries. 

As an example, the attention of the committee is directed to the pro 
posal of the ¢ orps ot Engineers to construct a flood control] qaam ol 
the Des Moines River in lowa. l am told by people of that State 
In a position to know that in times of high water along this stream, 
some 36.000 acres of bottom lands are temporal ily inundated. It 
propose d to purchase 75.000 acres of land above the dam site to prot ct 
primarily these 36,000 acres. 

Now it appears that the chief proponents of this project are the 
people of Ottumwa, Lowa. It seems some 1,100 acres of land in the 
river bottom adjacent to Ottumwa are subject to periodic flooding, 
which those people believe would be stopped by the building of the 
dam in question. Ottumwa would like to have this tract of land flood 
free for the purpose of making it into a municipal park. In such cit 
cumstances, why should not Ottumwa be made a part of a conservane 
district which would include all of the lands alo a the Des Moines 
Rive to be benefited by the flood-control works, and taxed to pav a 
reasonable portion of the cost ? . 

Another specific example. At Bonneville Dam on the Columbia 
River there is provided a navigation lock. Inquiry of the engineer in 
charge at Bonneville developed that the chief bens ficiary of this aid 
to navigation was the oil industry, which by reason of the improved 


“\ 


nay eation above the said lock Was enabled to barge supplies ot petro 
leum products much farther upstream than had been the case there 
tofore. What reason can be advanced to argue that the oi] industry 
hould not be assessec some reasonable toll charges to pay a part of 
the cost of Bonneville? 

Another example can be cited in the case of the Cherry Creek Dam. 
a flood contro] project built by the Corps ot Engineers near the CItN 
ot Denver. Colo. Admittedly, the benef jaries ot flood control here 
are the people of a certain section of the city of Denver. 

A cloudburst on the small Cherry Creek drainage would produce 
a volume of water which would be so dissipated by the time it reached 
the Missouri and/or the Missippi that it would scarcely cause more 
than a ripple. 

The construction of Cherry Creek Dam was, by reason of commercial 
impheations, approved by the Denver Chamber of Commerce. Whe 
engineering criticisms were made manifest, the directors of the De 
ver Chamber of Commerce were asked whether. n ther opinion, 11 
the taxpayers of Denver were called upon to pay as much is one-t] 
of the cost of Cherry Creek Dam, would they consent to the assess 
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The answer was an emphatic “no.” Insucha case it seems to the writer 
unreasonable to expect the taxpayers of the Nation at large to bear the 
entire financial responsibility for such a structure. 

Undoubtedly many such examples will occur to the minds of com- 
mittee members without the necessity of additional recitals here. 

I take it your committee will make some recommendations follow- 
ing its investigation, and it seems to me altogether consistent that it 
inquire carefully into this whole problem of reimbursability by ben- 
eficiaries of water project development. Particularly does it seem to 
me a requisite that consideration be given to the establishment of tolls 
to be paid by carriers of freight on navigable streams improved by the 
use of public funds. 

The taxpayers at large do not provide free rights-of-way for the 
railroads of the country, and while our highways are constructed at 
public expense the users thereof largely pay their way in the form 
of gasoline taxes, motor vehicle license fees, ton-mile charges for 
trucking, et cetera. Why, then, should river barges be exempt from 
assisting at least to the extent of paying something for upkeep and 
maintenance of the navigation channels ¢ 

Reference was made above to the report of the President’s Water 
Resources Policy Commission and its recommendations with respect 
to the desirability of assessing some of the costs of water development 
to the beneficiaries. The writer has no desire to unduly prolong this 
statement, and accordingly hopes that the committee will carefully 
consider the findings of the said Commission in this direction. 

Finally, I hope sincerely that the committee will study the ad- 
visability of recommending legislation to provide for a Board of Im- 
partial Analysis as recommended by the Hoover Commission. It was 
the belief of the Task Force on Natural Resources of the Commission 
and the Commission proper, that such a Board would be the means of 
ruaranteeing oreater consideration of the fundamentals of water pro}- 
ect development in advance of authorization. More attention should 
be given to the economic feasibility of such projects, and it is becom- 
ing increasingly apparent that the negatives must be taken into effect 
as well as the positives. That is to Say, if a proposed reservoir 1s 
designed to take out of production let us say 100,000 acres of farm 
land, the economic contribution of that acreage should be taken into 
account when benefits and costs of new construction are computed. 

Most Members of Congress—and I say this most respectfully—do 
not have and cannot be expected to have the background of education 
and experience to equip them to appraise adequately the merits of 
such a mass of projects as confront them in the annual flood control 
and reclamation requests of the bureaus. It is clear the Members need 
and should welcome for their guidance the benefit of unprejudiced 
and competent analyses by persons or agencies not connected with 
the bureaus making the requests. It is this consideration which leads 
me respectfully to urge the enactment of legislation which would lead 
to establishment of the proposed Board of Impartial Analysis, which 
should be so organized by law as to be free as possible under our form 
of government from all manner of pressures, local, political, and 
otherwise. 

That is the extent of the prepared statement I want to make, Mr. 
Chairman, and I will be very happy to answer questions if I can give 
any help to the committee. 
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Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Governor. 

I will explain to you the procedure we follow in the subcommittee. 
Mr. Curran, the staff director of the subcommittee, asks the first 
question and we try to pursue it with the members asking questions 
and confine the questions to the subject matter raised by the original 
question. So we will proceed and Mr. Curran will propound the first 
question. 

Mr. Curran. Governor, in the early part of your statement you 
mentioned the recent figure on the cost of the Missouri Basin project 
of $15.000,000.000. The last figures on the 6 vear program of the 
Interagency Basin Committee put out last October gave a total Fed- 
eral cost of $9.384.000.000. As I understand it, the Corps of Engineers 
estimates the cost of its authorized construction at 2.1 billion and the 
Bureau of Reclamation at 3.4 billion. I wonder if you could explain 
where this other $6,000,000,000 comes from. 

Mr. Miuuer. The article to which I referred as published in the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch—I do not have a copy with me,’ but I can produce 
it to the committee if it would seem desirable. A reporter for that 
newspaper who attends all the meetings of the Missouri Basin Inter- 
agency Committee compiled this and he went into a great deal of 
detail in producing these figures. He produced this figure in which 
he added this all up and summarized it, and including the Federal 
Bureau contribution to the Soil Conservation Service of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture he finds an estimated cost of $15,000,000,000 and 
qualifies that by saying that in the minds of some people having a 
proper knowledge of the thing they figure the cost may go to 
$20,.000,000,000. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, did you take the opportunity to look at the 
current reports before the Congress submitted by the various agencies 
with respect to estimated cost, or did you rely totally on the figures that 
were made available to you by the article in the St. Louis Post- 
Dispatch ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. I have only seen brief mention of those in the papers. 
I have not examined the reports themselves. 

Mr. Jones. Then do you mean that vou contend his figures are 
correct ¢ , ; 

Mr. Mititer. No. Lam merely quoting his findings. 

Mr. Jones. You are not taking issue with the estimates of cost that 
have been supplied to Congress by the various reports of the agencies, 
are you! 

Mr. Mitzier. No: I do not take issue, but I would like to eall the 
attention of the committee to the great variance in final costs as com- 
pared to the estimates made by the bureaus, and I can cite innumer- 
able instances of that kind that you have already had from Represen- 
tative Kerr’s committee. 

Mr. Jones. In those estimates I am sure you took into account that 
the average time elapsing from the time the survey 1s authorized 
until work is once committed on the project is some lO, years. 
Would you be kind enough to give to the committee an opinion as to 
how we could make estimates so far in advance that would be accurate 
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and take into account the future economic conditions of the country 
and speculate on what a project is going to cost 1014 vears from now ? 

Mr. Mitier. Obviously you cannot, Mr. Chairman, and for that 
reason I think it is advisable that the committee or the Congress re- 
assess the program from time to time, and instead of—— 

Mr. Jones. How would that reassessment be made ? 

Mr. Mintzer. I think it should be made upon the basis of new costs 
as they come int» the picture from one source or another, and then 
compare that with the benefits. 

Mr. JONI S. Is it nota fact. though. Governor M ller. that the Com 
mittee on Appropriations takes into account those changing cor 
ditions ? 

Mr. Minier. Do you say, do I think the committee does? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. Do you recognize the fact that the Committee 
on \ppropriatiol Ss goes into those costs, that the Congress does not 
lose supervision of any estimate of costs and can eall an agency to 
account for the differences ? 

Mr. Minurr. I think, Mr. Chairman, that the Committee on Ap- 
propriations does to the best of its ability trv to get into that. but 
as I undertook originally to point out. T do not think the committee 
has either the time, or the background, or the experience to analyze all 
the factors that enter into these projects. 

Mr. Jonrs. You propose then somebody else should make that 
analysis for the Congress / 

Mr. Mn LER. Somebody respons!ble to the ¢ ongress 

Mr. JONES. In your first statement | believe you said. (Groverno! 
Miller, that. “First. the more or less recent tendency to delegate to 
bureaus the responsibilities of the Congress.” 

If Congress is to retain its responsibility, why should we delegate 
the authority, an act which vou find fault to begin with? 

Mr. Miuier. Maybe I did not say that exactly right, but what T am 
trying to get at is, when the Congress authorizes such a vast over-all 
mass of projects as the Missouri Basin in the Pick-Sloan plan. they 
authorize those things and the bureaus then go out and build and 
change, and make vast changes. without coming back to Congress foi 
reauthorization. That is delewati Yr a responsibility, as | see it. 

That is to say, I think that the Congress should have the responsi 
bility of reassessing that from time to time. To aid the Congress in 
doing that it should have the assistance of some such board of im 
partial analysis as the Hoover Commission recommended. 

Mr. Jones. Do you iind fault with the works that have taken place 
on the Ohio River for flood control and navigation ? 

Mr. Miruer. Mr. Chairman, I am not sufficiently familiar with the 
work on the Ohio River to pass any judgment on it. My studies have 
been largely inthe West. 

Mr. Jonrs. You have stated that you thought the Pick-Sloan pro 
orTram was one that was too comprehensive and too broad 1! that if 
delegated to the agencies involved too much authority without the 
Congress looking at it and giving it continuous review. The Ohio 
River is probably the most lberal authorization of anv project evel 
undertaken by the Corps of Engineers. I wonder if you could com 
ment on that since the work has been compheted on a number of tho 


project Ss. 
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Mr. Mriver. I said a moment ago I think I am hardly sufficiently 
familiar with the Ohio River program to comment on it. 

Mr. Jones. Did the Hoover Commission task force take into account 
the works that had been accomplished on the Ohio River with respect 
to the authorization being an unwarranted delegation of legislative 
authority’ The reason I ask that question is the presumption has 
been raised that Congress has lost its authority in making broad dele 
gations of power and I am quite sure the committee took into con- 
sideration other projects on a comparative analysis basis in order 
to derive such a conclusion, which is a very broad conclusion. 

Mr. Miuurr. Yes, sir. The Ohio River authorization was of long 
standing. ] believe the staff of our task foree, | Say frankly. probably 
cid not go back quite that far. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions? Mr. Magee. 

Mr. Mager. Governor, | agree in the main with what you said with 
reference to seeing that municipalities with navigation interests, and 
those interested in the oil industry, should be forced to pay a propor 
Tionate part of the benefits accruing to those particular groups. You 
mentioned, for example, about the Des Moines River in Iowa, where 
36,000 acres often become inundated and where they proposed to pul 
chase 75,000 aeres in order to protect the 36,000 acres. I do not be 
heve your statement is quite accurate or that it leaves the proper im 
pression in that regard. 

The Lowa line is my north boundary. The Mississippi River is 
my east boundary in the district 1 represent, except for just a few 
miles where the Des Moines River pours into the Mississippi. I do 
not believe it is quite fair to say that the Government is buying 75,000 
acres to protect 36,000 acres. I think you would have to take into con 
sideration the fact that by stopping the waters you have to assess 
the benefits that would accrue on down the Mississippi River. 

Do you not think that is right, Governor ¢ 

Mr. Minuut R. Yes: and if you would remember, what | snid was that 
these figures were figures that were supplied to me by people in Lowa 
My position was that the people benefited in Iowa should pay some 
part of the bill. I recognize that there is a contingent benefit to flood 
control below that. and | would Say only a propel part of that cost 
should be paid in taxes by this 36,000 acres. 

Mr. Mager. I think it is a tough problem to get a solution on and 
certainly we must remember that when you take out of production for 
all time 75.000 acres of land, it is a loss of taxes and a loss of pro- 
ductive capacity, agricultural and so on. 

I am wondering what you think about a multiple-purpose dam. 
Do you not think when these dams are built that we ought totry to gen 
erate power and thereby take care of a portion of the cost 4 

Mr. Muuer. Yes, sir: I do. 

Mr. Macrer. Of course. on these rivers Howling through flat cOUnTry 
we Cannot expect like benefits that they have on the ¢ olumbia River 
or the Tennessee River. I listened to your statement, but I just do 
not know whether ] understand what your solution is to the flood- 
control problem. 

Mr. Mitier. Well, I think a man would be very brave indeed if he 
undertook to make a statement that he had any solution for the thood- 
control problem. J think that is is largely a matter in the hands of 
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Mr. Macer. What do you think, Governor, about soil-conservatior 
practices and what portion of those should be assessed against the 
landowner? Have you given that suggestion any study ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. I think that the soil-conservation program as pro 
posed by the Department of Agriculture has some very favorable 
possibilities and should be authorized and explored to some extent 
As to what portion of the benefits should be assessed to the landowners, 
my understanding of soil conservation is that it is largely a matter of 
control by the people to be benefited. I think those benefits should 
be largely assessed to the private owners of land 

Mr. Macer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonrs. Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. Donprero. Governor Miller, like vourself I have been eritical 
of the procedures before this committee of the wide difference between 
estimates and costs of projects. I came somewhat to grips with it with 
the Army engineers, but we are confronted with this fact: That 
from the time a project is estimated to the time that work of con 
struction begins, and then until it is completed, it sometimes spans @ 
long period of time during which prices have fluctuated and become 
out of proportion to what they were when the estimate was made. 

What this committee is seeking to do, 1f it is possible—and as Con 
gressman Magee pointed out, it is a difficult problem—is to find some 
solution whereby this committee and the Congress can depend upon 
an estimate and then when the project Is completed show the Ameri 
can people that there is not such a wide difference between the two 

I read your article in the Post, I think it was, and was very much 
interested in it. What we are really asking of you, and I am sure 
the chairman had this in mind in asking you to come before us, IS 
that if you have any suggestion or help you can give the committee 
in finding a solution to that problem, we would lke to have it. 

Mr. Minier. The problem of the greatly increasing costs as they go 
along? 

Mr. Donpt RO. Yes. The wide difference between the two in the 
estimates and the cost of the project. 

Mr. Miuier. Well, vou are confronted with several difficulties, one 
of them being, of course, the increased cost of the materials, and labor 
and everything that has gone into those projects over the last few 
vears. ] recognize that the (‘ongress is confronted with a difficulty 
1 doing anvthing about those things afte) the authorized project 
IS 1) construction. 

What I was trying to do here was to ask some consideration of this 
situation, In the case of the Pick Sloan plan in the Missouri: Basin 
only a relatively small number of the projects are in construction. 
A great many of them remain to be gone into. Now, I cited in my 
paper the Glendo Dam in Wyoming. I will give you a little mor 
detail on that to show you what is happening there. 

The Glendo Dam, as I said, was originally designed and authorized 
bv the Congress as a small silt-control project. \fter that authoriza 
tion was given, the Bureau of Reclamation started to make and did 
make nine different surveys, as they testified ata meeting out in Wvyo 
ming just a few weeks ago. They finally came up with a two-dam 
proposition but they still call it the Glendo unit. There is a Glendo 
Dam and the Fremont County Dam, but they still call it the Glendo 
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unit because the Glendo unit has authorization by Congress. Ire 
mont Dam Congress never heard about, to my knowledge. 

So the silt control that the Congress authorized has become entirely 
a secondary consideration. It has developed into a great hydroelec 
tric power producing project with two dams. 

As I said, the estimated cost has gone from $750,000 up to 
S42 000.000. 

The point I am trying to make is that I think the Congress should 
take cognizance of those developments as they vO along and recon 
sider. You might not want to build a $42,000,000 project at that 
place, or at these two places in Wyoming. You did not authorize 
that in the beginning. You see, in 1944, which was 8 years ago, you 
gave that authorization. So | think in view of these changing con- 
ditions, with added costs and consideration as to benefits, you might 
want to take another look at it. 

Mr. Donpero. You would suggest then to the committee that before 
the Army engineers begin the construction of such a project, from the 
date of the first survey to the time when construction could begin, 
that if there is a vast change between the estimated and the proposed 
cost, that they come ba k to Congress / 

Mr. Mituer. I do. 

Mr. Donpero. For further authorization / 

Mr. Miutuer. Ido. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Donprero. And in your case where a second dam is proposed 
they should come and have that authorized ¢ 

Mr. Miuier. I think so. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Trimble. 

Mr. Trrmsie. Governor Miller, I want to apologize for being late 
I did not heat youl full statement, but ] gathered from the questions 
that have been ce veloped here that you have in mind the bringing 
up to date of the estimates on projects that are already authorized and, 
of course, on those coming up for authorization. 

Mr. Miruer. Yes. 

Mr. ‘Trime.e. Of course, we run into the proposition there whic! 
is the same thing that we have in connection with our highway system 
In my own COUNTY I know ot one highway that had its route changed 
five times. Finally now on the fifth turn they are straightening it 
out and are paving it. As I get your contention, I think it is as an 
example that if a proper study had been given to that highway in 
the beginning it would have saved the expense of five rights-of-way 
and building five separate roads by getting that right in the first place 
and doing it right then. 

The Missouri Basin is an overwhelming thing. It covers a great 
area. It has mans conflicting parts. kor instance, in the western 
part there it is arid. On the other side they have too much water 
at times, and in the middle you have a different storv. So there 
has to be a dovetailing of that. : 

I did not get from your statement, and it was not dev loped from 
the questions, Whether or not you are opposed to the Pick-Sloar plat 

Mr. Minurr. No: I am not opposed to the Pick-Sloan plan. In the 
report of our task force for the Hoove1 Commission we said that in 
our judgment the Pick-Sloan plan had been authorized by Congress 
without an adequate and proper prior consideration 1 ‘several (tl 
rections. 
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If 1 may take a moment of the committee’s time [ will explain it 

The Piek-Sloan plan is an amalgamation of basin-wide plans that 
have been surveved tentatively. What do they call it? 

Mr. Curran. Preliminary examinations and surveys. 

Mr. \MIILLER. That is not the right word. It will come to me ina 
moment, but anvway, we can call it that. These were based largely 
on preliminary surveys. I will 


rive vou ah eXaimple, 


The (Congress authorized as one unit in the Pick-Sloan plan the 
Garrison Dam in North Dakota. On the basis of this prelim nary 
survey it was estimated that the reservoir would hold 17.000,00) acre 
feet of water. The authorization was give vy Congress and there 
was an agreement entered imto between the Bureau of Reelamation 
and the Corps of engineers that Garrison would be a 17000000 aere 
foot Capacity reservoll When after author Autre more deta led su 
vevs were made it was found that at 1.850 feet above sea level, which 
was the level at which General Pick proposed to operate this reset 
voir, it would contain 23,000,000 acre-feet of water. 

Phat is one kind of a difference, you see, between a prel hithary sul 
vey and a detailed survey that shows tl}. and that ¢ onvress thereafter, 
venerally speaking, does not take a look at. 

[ could cite you two or three others, but it all takes trme and I do 
not want to take too much time. LT would rather answer questions as 
best Lean. But that is one ill : 

Mr. Trimesie. That is all. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Angell, 

Mr. ANGELI (rovernol Miller. Im you! statement in yout prepared 


manuscript you suggested that it might be advisable to charge tolls, 


ustration of what happens. 


for instance, in the use of the locks in the Columbia River and the 
Bonneville project. 

Mr. Mituer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. Is it your position that in all the river and harbor im 
provements on havig ible streams throughout the United states tolls 
should be « harged ? 

Mr. Mu LER, | think asa general principle that should be establishe d. 

Mr, Anceni. That would run counter to the established policy that 
has been followed throughout the vears, would it not 2 

Mr. Mitzier. That is right. Is there any reason why the policy is 
sacrosanct / 

Mr. Anoecut. Tolls. of course, are charged in the Panama Canal 
which, of course, is an international waterway. But all internal im 
provements in waterways, it has been my understanding, historically 
from the beginning no tolls have been charged. However, it is vout 
view now that we should change that policy and charge tolls on all 
streams / 

Mr. Mitier. I think so, Mr. Angell, because as you see this policy 
goes way back when canals and river courses were about the only 
means of transportation that we had. The Government took the re 
sponsibility of building these arteries of trai sportoation through 
wildernesses and HnNeX] lored lands, and So forth. so the policy oTeW 
that the Government should furnish these things. Now we have a 
very greatly different situation. We have railroads that did not exist 
at the time this polices was established. We have highway ; for truck 
transportation that did not exist in those day R, So | think we could 


very well tale l look if th if poli \ nm view of moder? conditions. 
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Mr. ANGELL. ‘| he use of these na \ imable streams 1s one method of 
transportation. Would you then extend that to the use of the 
highw: =— 

Mr. Mitier. As I pointed out here, the highways a 
Phe users of our highways pay it in mileage taxes by trucks. ‘They 
pay motor vehicle fees. They pas easoline faxes, They pay Diesel 
fuel taxes, and so forth, that go into highway upkeep and construction. 
But the barges use these riverwavs free of anv charge. They are a 
form of competition to other modes of transportation. 

Mr. Ancexy. They, that is the barge owners, pay taxes too, do they 
not / 

Mr. Mirrer,. 1] hey pay ordinary taxes, but so do these other people 

Mr. ANGELL. Whatever charge would be imposed on barges or othe 
modes of transportation on waterways would be reflected in the rates 
that they would charge back to the users, would it not / 

Mr. Mitzier. Surely. 

Mr. ANGELL. ro it would come back against the reneral public. It 
would not be a charge against the user, but against the general public 

Mr. Minier. That same consideration applies in any form of 
transportation. 

Mr. Anceii. Of course, while it is true motortrucks pay some tax 
on the highway, the general users of the highways do not pay that 
tax. 

Mr. Mi LER, | hee your pardon. They pay all the w ay from 4 to 7, 
or & or Y cents a o allon for all the enasoline they purl up ol the 


lready levy tolls. 


‘ 
i 
{ 


highwavs. 

Mr. ANGEI LJ. That Is true, but they pu atax too whel they do not 
use the highw: VS. 

Is it your thought that a charge should be made for any method of 
transportation, whether it is waterways, highways, or railroad ¢ 
What about the air? 

mr. Minter. There again in most States the air transportation is 
paving r gasoline taxes in addition to their property taxes, 

Mr Macrer. Will the gentlemen vield at that point / 

Mr. Ancenn. Yes. 

Mr. Macer. I might say in the Mississippi River in a part of n 


district | I) ive one TOWN of 2.500, Governor, that Is suffe) he fay yvorse 


from floods than it ever did before the high dams were built. Phat 


own of 2.500 eda 8251.000 worth of damage last vear from one 
flood. It ever flooded as badly before, as after the | leh dams were 
built. Down the river is Hannibal. Mo. with about 21.000 population, 
whieh is flooding far worse than it ever flooded before. a » result 
sin my district on the Mississippi River the only people who have 
benefited from flood control have been the navigation interests at st 
Louis. The Vv have slowed up the ch: innel of the river I think to mat 

tain a -foot channel for navigation purposes. At the city of Hann 

hy: il. ear Cres Ik flows into the Miss SSIDDI! River. Thev slowed up the 
Micsis ippt River so much by these high dams in order to maintan 
this channel and have so slowed up the speed of the river that where 
Bear Creek at the city of Hannibal empties into the Mississippi River 
bar, and when they have a flash flood and the 
Mississippi River is up a little, the section where Bear Creek flows 


there is now a sand 


throueh ] completely flooded now, and it never Was flooded hefore 
" 


the high dams were built. 
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If | ray take a moment of the committee’s time [| will explain it. 
The Piek Sloan plan Is an amalgamation of basin-w ae plans that 
have been surveyed tentatively. What do they eall it? 
Mr. Curran. Preliminary examinations and surveys. 
Mr. MULLER. That is not the right word. It will come to me ina 


largely 


moment, but anvway, we can call it that. These were based 
on preliminary surveys. IT will give you an example. 

The Congress authorized as one unit in the Pick-Sloan plan the 
Garrison Dam in North Dakota. On the basis of this preliminary 


survey it was estimated that the reservoir would hold 17.000.00)0 acre 


feet of water. The authorization was giver vy Congress and there 


was an negreement entered into between the Burenu of Reelamation 
- > 


and the ¢ ‘orps of Engineers that Garrison would be a 17000000 acre 
foot capacity reservoir. When after authorizatio) more detailed sur 
vevs were made it was found that at 1.850 feet above sea level, which 
was the level at which General Pick proposed tO Ope rate this reset 
voir, it would contain 23,000,000 acre-feet of water. 

That is one kind of a difference, you see, between a preliminary sul 
vey and a detailed survey that shows up. and that Congress thereafter, 
venerally speaking, does not take a look at. 

I could cite vou two or three others, but it all takes terme and I do 
not want to take too much time. I would rather answer questions as 
best Lean. But that is one illustration of what happens. 

Mr. Trimeie. That is all. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Angell. 

Mr. Anee.v. Governor Miller, in your statement in your prepared 
manuscript you suggested that it micht be advisable to « harge tolls, 
for Instance, in the use ot the locks mn the Columbia River and the 
Bonneville project. 

Mr. Minuer. Yes, sir 

Mr. AnGein. [s it your position that in all the river and harbor im 
provements on nay ignble streams throughout the United states tolls 
should be charged ? 

Mr. Miuirr. I think asa general principle that should be established. 

Mr. ANGELL. That would run counter to the established policy that 
has been followed throughout the vears, would it not 7 

Mr. Mruuer. That is right. Is there any reason why the policy is 
sacrosanct / 

Mr. Anoeui. Tolls, of course, are charged in the Panama Canal 
which, of course, is an International waterway. But all internal im 
provements in waterways, it has been my understanding, historically 
from the beginning ho tolls have been charged, However. it is your 
view now that we should change that policy and charge tolls on all 
streams ¢ 

Mr. Mirurr. I think so, Mr. Angell, because as you see this policy 
goes way back when canals and river courses were about the oO} ly 
means of transportation that we had. The Government took the re 
sponsibility of building these arteries of transportoation through 
wildernesses and unexplored lands, and so forth. So the policy grew 
that the Government should furnish these things. Now we have a 
very greatly different situation. We have railroads that did not exist 
at the time this policy was established. We have highways for truck 
transportation that did not exist in those days. So I think we could 


very well take a look at that policy in view of modern conditions. 
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Mr. ANGELL. The use of these nia \ igable streams 1s one method of 
transportation. Would you then extend that to the use of the 
highways ¢ 

Mr. Mintzer. As I pointed out here, the highways already levy tolls. 
Che users of our highways pav it mm mileage taxes by trucks. ‘ hey 
pay motor-vehicle fees. They pay gasoline taxes. They pay Diesel 
fue! taxes, and so forth, that go into highway upkeep and construction. 
But the barges use these riverways free of any charge. They are a 
form of competition to other modes of transport ition. 

Mr. Ancety. They, that is the barge owners, pay taxes too, do they 
not ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. They pay ordinary taxes, but so do these other people 

Mr. ANGELL. Whate ver ch: arge woul | be Imposed on barges or other 
modes of transportation on waterways would be reflected in the rates 
that they would charge back tothe users, would it not / 

Mr. Mintzer. Surely. 

Mr. ANGELL. So it would come back against the general public. It 
would not be a charge against the user, but against the general public. 

Mr. Miter. That same consideration applies in any form of 
transportation. 

Mr. Ancetn. Of course, while it is true motortrucks pay some tax 
on the highway, the general users of the highways do not pay that 
tax. 

Mr. Mitirr. I beg your pardon. ‘They pay all the way from 4 to 7, 
or 8 or 9 cents a gallon for all the gasoline they burn up on the 
highways. 

Mr. Ancetn. That is true, but they pay a tax too when they do not 
use the highways. 

Is it your thought that a charge should be made for any method of 
transportation, whether it is waterways, highways, or railroad? 
Wh: about the air? 

Mr. Minter. There again in most States the air transportation is 
paving waso!ine taxes 1n addition to their property taxes, 

Mr. Macer. Will the gentlemen \ ield at that point 6 

Mr. Anceti. Yes. 

Mr. Macer. I might say in the Mississippi River in a part of my 
district | have one town of 2.500, Governor, that Is suffer he fay worse 
from floods than it evel did before the high dai is were lyuilt. Phat 
town of 2.500 suffered $231,000 worth of damage last yea from one 
flood. It never flooded as badly before. as after the | ivh dams were 
built. Down the river is Hannibal. Mo... with about roy ) population, 
which is flooding far worse than it ever flooded before. The result 
is mM niy clistrict on the Mississippi River the only people who have 
henefited from flood control have been the navigation interests at St. 
Louis. The Vv have slowed up the channel of the river | ange to main 


faina -foot channel for havigation purposes, At th e cit f Hann 
bal, pear reek flows Into the Mississippi River. TI 1e\ ~ Se up the 
Mississi} pl River so much by these high dams in order to maintan 


Feak etemtnaid and have so slowed up the speed of the river that where 
Bear Creek at the city of Hannibal empties into the Mississippi River 
there is now a sand bar, and when thev have a flash flood and the 
Mississippi River is up a little, the section where Bear Creek flow 

through is completely flooded now, and it never was flooded before 


the high dams were built. 
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so certainly | agree with you that the navigation interests ought 
to pay part of the cost. 

Mr. Mirier. Mr. Mavee, mav I take this opportunity, because you 
have raised this question, to tell the committee about something that 
transpired out there in Wyoming just a few months ago’ I men 
tioned in my manuscript here the Glendo unit on the North Platte 
River. The Bureau of Reclamation applied to the State of Wyoming 
for a permit to build this dam. Thus far the State engineer refused 
that permit because the dam carries no irrigation features and irriga 
tion in Wyoming is paramount in importance. So we had a hearing 
in the Wyoming Natural Resources Board, of which tama member, 
or was until a few days ago, at Wheatland, Wyo., to listen to the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers present the case 
for this Glendo unit. 

The question of allo ating a part of the capacity of t 
control was brought up. One of the members of this board lives 
within a few miles of the site of the proposed Glendo Dam. A vreat 
deal of his land would be flooded by the resulting reservoir. So he 
knew about high water and possible flood conditions nh that valley. 
Ile questioned the officials about the need for any flood control im 
that area. I am voIng to tell you exactly what the answer was that 


ms to flood 


Was given to us. 

These experts said that prior to the building of the five or six high 
dams up and down the North Platte River beginning with the Ken 
drick up in the mountains and the Keystone and others down to 
Ogallala, that the late spring rains and melting snows in summer 
caused the water to go down the North Platte River at such speed and 
in such volume as to have a scouring effect. It took the obstructions 
out that had crept in in the intervening periods of low water. After 
these dams had been built that scouring effect was no longer had in 
the river channels. 

These dams are largely irrigation dams that hold the water 
the time of the spring and early summer runoff for use later for irriga 
tion. So they did not have that scouring effect on the channel which 
Was in effect before the dams were built. 

They said to our board that if we now had a cloudburst or a heavy 
sustained rain like they had down in Kansas, say between Torrington, 
Wyo., and Oegallala, Nebr.. the channel of the North Pi: tte River no 
longer hay ng the carry Inge Capacity that it had before the dams were 
built, a great deal of farmland would be flooded that was not subject 
to flooding before. 

That Was what Was put in the record furn shed to oun board, So 


back in 


one of the members said, “Well, what is the answet 
“We will have to build more dams.” 

Of course. our reaction was that there is no limit to that. 

Mr. ANGELL. Governor, ado you helleve ry tty al od CoO?) trol policy 
of the United States at the present time? , 


; 


Phe reply was, 


Mr. Miuuer. If vou mean by that, do I believe he policy of the 
Federal Government exercising flood control, the answer is “yes.” I 
want to say that I do not believe in some of the present practices that 


these agencies engage In. ’ 

Mr. ANGELL. Do you believe that the costs ot flood control should 
he charged back to those who benefit by it ? 

Mr. Mituer. To every extent that it can be logically assessed 
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Mr. Anoeity. To what extent do you think that would be logical? 

Mr. Miuuer. I think that conservancy districts can be set up in cer- 
tain instances just as I quoted along the Des Moines River in Lowa. 
I think a conservancy district could be set up at the city of Denver to 
pay some part of the cost of Cherry Creek Dam, which was purely a 
flood-control proposition. I think it should be done on behalf of the 
taxpayers of the country. 

Mr. ANGELL. Do you hold. Governor, any official position w ith the 
Federal Government at the present time / 

Mr. Miuuer. I do not, no. 

Mr. ANceti. That is all. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. SMrrH. Governor, In connection with this mention you made 
in the questioning about the navigation cost and how it should be 
charged, there are a lot of areas where we have navigation in our 
rivers where dams are not a major part, and where there are very few 
locks. For instance, in the lower Mississippi, how could you charge 
navigation tolls there without setting up artificial barriers to check 
the traffic ? 

Mr. Miuurr. I think, of course, you would have to regulate those 
things as they are regulated on the railroads through some commis- 
sion that would establish the proper control and procedure and col- 
lect tolls. I suppose you would have to have, as we have on the high- 
Ways, common carriers and contract carriers to which different con- 
siderations would be directed. You could not do it offhand, of course. 

Mr. Sairu. How would you establish the tolls? For instance, if 
the necessity of the cost of maintaining the navigation facilities of 
that river in that area in proportion to the traffic is very little, in 
volving just the clearing of the stream and maintenance of these 
channel markers to show where the channel is, and you would not 
have to have any locks maintained or do any building of dams to keep 
the height of the water at a certain height, or anything like that, would 
vou have any navigation charges there running to as much as you 
would where you have a lot of facilities required ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. Probably not. I think these charges would have to 
he fitted into existing conditions. 

Mr. Suirn. On the other types of transportation charges that we 
have, like a highway tax, and things like that, they are not adapted 
inthat manner. That would be an inconsistency in the type of charges 
vou make. I mean on roads, for instanee, where the gas tax the 
highway user pays has no relation to the cost of our highway uses 
there. ‘ 

Mr. Miuiuer. No. There is no relation in the gasoline tax, but the 
different highway departments of the States, of course, try to collect 
as much as they can to take care of their costs. In one State you might 
pay a 3-cent gasoline tax and in another State you might pay 8 cents. 
You might pay a $5 motor vehicle fee in one State and pay $20 for 
the same fee in another State. So as you see, they are not related 
there and it might be difficult to relate the toll charges on rivers to 
the actual costs, but there could be some consistent assessment, as they 
try to do with the railroads. 

Mr. Sarr. Mr. Angell brought up the question about the taxes 
on air transportation. I am not familiar with the situation in all 
the States. but knowing that the air lines get rebates on was tax for 
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air transportation in my State makes me think that they get it in most 
every other State, because I do not imagine my State would give 
them a rebate when they do not get it somewhere else. 

1 would imagine as far as air transportation is concerned there is 
very little they would pay for the use of the air especially in relation 


1 


to what the Government gives them for the use of the airport. 


Mr. Miuuer. Of course, the taxpayers do not build uLnhy highways 
in the air. 

Mr. Smrru. But the taxpayers do a lot of building of airports. 

Mr. Mitier. That is right. 

Mr. Smiru. And we give the air lines a lot of money for carryin 
ur mail, and things like that. 

Mr. Minier. That is right. 

Mr. ANGELL. Will the gentleman yield 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. ANGELL. A very heavy tax is imposed on tobacco and smoking. 
Is that because it pollutes the air, or where does that fit into the 


/ 


picture ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. That is why the people in North Carolina claim they 
pa the most taxes Dut you go back to the basi question avout this 
water policy of the country. I am SOrry I missed your statement, but 


from the summary that was submitted and which you prepared on 
this whole question | note that one of your et ticisms Is the surrende 
ol authority that Co oress makes to these various bureaus of the execu 
tive branch in this water policy field. 

Is it your contention that the Congress has delegated too much of 
its authority in that field ¢ 


Mr. Miuuer. It is. Yes. 


Nir. SMITH. | thi nk t hunmiber Of Us In Tt! Onmiitte velleve there 
has been too much cle legation to some degree and we are t1 Ving to 
find some wavy to vet the control that will help establ sh L SOUL POTLITCS 
in all of those field At the same time I find that in your eri sm of 
the e agencies t | it part of the eriticism lias ot been tha they hiave 


had too much author tv. but that thev have not followed the executive 


authority 


For instance, in this point about the Kings River controversy in 
California, which again was mentioned in your article 1) the Readers’ 
Divest which I read seve ral years ago, As I understand it. and I tried 
to follow that by read ne several studies o1 the matter and the reports 
of several hearings in Congress, most of the criticism of the engineers 
in that field has been that they failed to follow the direction of the 


executive branch. Is that true 
Mr. Mintzer. That is right. 
Mr. SmirH. There seems to be an Inconsistency the attack. In 
fact. | decided that what the engineers did in that case wa pl marily 
a result of congressional prodding. In fact, they were more respon 
sive to the ¢ ‘ongress than they were to the executive department 


Croimng back of the criticism, do you not think that is basically wha 


nught be snid to have happened ae that ease / 
Mr. Miuuer. That is rather a kind of complicated question, but in 
? 


] 


that particular case I think you got largely the proper analysis. that 


Is, that the Corps of Engineers Was exercising its influence with the 
Congress to get around the Exe itive orde! I think the ¢ ongress 


was not cognizant of what that conflict wis I do not beheve thev 
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knew about this conflict het ween the avencies or the directives that 
the Pres dent hac made. | think that was a case of lack of iInforma- 


tion bv the ¢ ONLI Ss. 


Mr. Sari. But it certainly cannot be said there that the execu- 


five department had taken or arrogated to itself th authority or, 
rather, that these executive branches were too t oht| controlled. vou 
might Say, al d that the ideas of the ¢ ‘ongress 1n the field were ionored, 
could vou 4 

Mr. Mitier. What I tried to point out here, Congressman Smith, 

that the ec] inging conditions and « wanene pol ‘ to some extent 
have | rougnht about th control of project | nding by the avencies 
without wha | deem to be a cons stent hold « hem bv Co “eress., 
If lmay goa little further, I used the Pick-Sloan plan in the Missour! 
Valley because in the Flood Control Act of 1944 the act as a whole 
was approved and all of the nits that were brought to the picture 
t that time were authorized d are still itive ed Manv of them 
have not been butlt vet. 

In my judgement Congress should take anotlhe look at those things 


before any of them are built 

Now. if IS proposed, and vou gentlemen will remember here that 
a vear or so ago vou had the proposition that they wanted to authorize 
the same sort of a picture m the Columbia Basin. Now hey want 
to authorize the same sort of a set-up in the Colorado River Basin. 


There are some arguments 1n favor of an over-all basin plan but there 


are also some arguments against 1f on these grounds that | have tried 
to In Ont 1) is hane y Oncit is ind nanemae Osts I t] \ 
t 1 \ V great danger for the Congress to give a blanket autho! 
rAatie 1 ¢ chic 1) Five klood Control Let 1 V4 ! 1 the » 7 ) ne 
out of the picture so far as the building of the projects that mav be 
developed 1) or 11 or 12 vears later are concerned, because you might 
have had a provrect int was lo il and feasible Crnre pects 1n 
1044, but in the light of experience you may say today, “Well, now, 
mavp ¢ ad not ¢ itive take »CO deration everyvt! a 


: | } } 

n the nnbl nind richt now. That has to do with the current flood 
Viissourr Ray \ nh vo Spoke tbout, Mr. M vee, I have a 

retTrTe \ ("il eto me ] = before | left tO ef tt (tt) ! © I > 


\ . } sider I Ri \ ‘ i ! 
ricts in p } oth nl ect 1 I ‘ ‘ } bo! ( se the LteT 
from bre i iil ero! i! sprin , th , i l , 
viaters « ! na fi dat \ ‘ e wo | e bee I y 
il nad Dee heariy emp 

| »nted to direct that to the attentio of the inal ee aliad Pp Ad 
mit ) } \ t} fhe statement that | il Dan ‘ ‘ . , l . 
not té ealexpert., and ado not iold mvself out to be one 

Mr. Surru. Excuse me. What knowledge did uthor of that 
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Mr. Miniter. He is a rancher. I do not have his name. This was 
sent to me by the president of the Natural Resources Board of W yo- 
ming, who is a cattle man, and this is a cattle man up in the Milk 
River Valley who wrote this letter. 

Mr. Sairu. The reason I asked the question is, [ think it is per- 
tinent in relation to some of the other dams. Each year about this 
time during the high-water season in my area we have thousands of 
acres of normally productive land on the Yazoo River which go 
under water. We have some reservoirs upstream on that river de 
signed to help as part of an over-all program to reduce the flood losses 
in that area, and every time the water comes up those people whose 
land gets under water decide that the water is being let loose on them 
in the dam, and that it has not been held. 

I have made two checks myself, and I am familiar with other checks 
made by other Members of Congress. It always turns out that the 
water was released at the proper time and the people down below 
claim the water was not released when the water was low, and so it had 
to bedet out when the water was high. Each time you find out that the 
water was released, Perhaps there have been a few miinol disc repan- 
cles but it is just a natural situation, where people who get water on 
them think that the dams have not been used properly. 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Smith, you have a different situation out there 
than that which you are citing. You know a dam that creates a reser 
voir for irrigation purposes is usually filled in the period of high water 
when you have your runoff in the spring. ‘That is the time for filling 
an irrigation reservoir. 

We have a situation out in that part of the country this year where 
from 150 to 200 percent of normal snowfall has collected in our moun 
tains. ‘That has been published in the papers and everybody knows 
about it. But an irrigation engineer, and particularly a reclamation 
engineer wants to be sure his dam is going to be full when the irrigat 
ing season comes along. He wants to grab that water the first time 
it is available to keep his dam full. 

The point that is made here is that if you have your dam full before 
the spring runoff comes, you have that high water coming down on a 
full dam, and then you have the damage below that dam which would 
not have accrued had the dam been reasonably empty. 

What I am getting at here is that there is a conflict between this 
theory of irrigation and flood control if you have only one dam. We 
have these multiple-purpose dams presumably to correct that, you 
know. We allocate such and such a percentage to flood control, silt 
control, navy imation. power production, and irrigation. 

Because I raised this question I would just like to discuss with the 
members something a little further down on the Missouri River. This 
man who lives in the upper Missouri territory says that if the reclama 
tion people had let the water down in consideration of what was going 
to happen later on, and they knew the high water was going to come, 
they would have been spared a great deal of this damage. 


Last Thursday before I started down here I had a s iIspicion That 
there were some aspects of this Missour: River flood that had not gotten 
into the public pr SS or to the attention of the 1 ple Cele rally, sO 

i ; 
| 


I made a phone eall to a man I think perhaps some of you gentleme 
know. His hame 1s Polk Harry ie. Polk who for some yea was 
pres det { oft the N it onal Re imation \s ClATtTION., He lives 
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Williston, N. Dak., on the Missouri River. I said to him, “Ha I 
read one or two fragmentary reports in the papers about this * i ar 
River flood which led me to believe that ice jams had something to do 
with all this damage that has occurred.” His reply was, “Your rea 
tion is just exactly right.” He said, “Here at Williston we have about 
100.000 acres of irrigated land. When this high water that caused 
the damage up on the Milk River came down, the ice was not out of 
the river yet. ‘There was an ice jam built up then above Williston. 
When that ice jam broke, it inundated our irrigation project. It 
knocked out our floodeates and invaded the homes ot the fai mers and 
caused us from S150.000 to S2Z00.000 oF damage. That was the direct 
cause of the breaking of that ice jam.” 

T hen | hes vid. “Lower down a above the Cit of 13 SPpar'e Ik. N. Dak 
another and much greater ice jam or 1ce gorge formed, When that ice 
eorge broke, it caused the damage that ensued thereafter at Bismar 
and at Pierre, S. Dak., and on down.” 

Then I said. “What you are telling me is that the breaku oe of thes 
ice jams was really what caused the great crest of water in the Mi 
sourl?” He said, “There can’t be any other answer.” 

| bring that to the attention of the committee because I want to 
point out that the occurrence of ice jams Is something you cannot 
control. Sometimes they can get in and dynamite them before they 
cause any great damage, but that is a relatively rare occurrence. Whe) 
an ice jam breaks, you know what happens. Water just goes in in a 
ereat and uncontrollable flood. 

According to this authority, and not quotimg” al \ words of mine, but 
quoting this man who lives there and who experienced this thing and 
was right in the middle of it, he told me last Thursday that what was 
{ part of the cause ot the Missou Ri ver fl oc wis the ice jal 


; hot stop the ice jams. 


a grea 
All the dams the agencies can build wil 
I want to couple this up with a little further discussion about one 
of these multiple-purpose dams. That is the biggest dam on the Mis 
souri in the Pick-Sloan plan, the Garrison Dam, of which I spoke a 
few moments ago. The Garrison Dam is a multip le purpose dam. 


General Pick has contended s ape ully be fore the ¢ ONngress he came 
here 3 years ago and contended against the wishes of the people of 
North Dakot: a that he must have an 1 oper: ating level in that reservoir of 
1.850 feet above sea level. He is going to Impound sna pratt acre 

feet of water in that reserv iT. He said he must have ; Pag im 


level at 1.850 feet, which means a full reservoir, in os "a oO irrigate 
by pumping water up over divide to inrigate land north = east of 
Garrison. 

The question I bring up is that if the Garrison Reservoir were full, 
as General Pick contends he must keep it, what would happen if this 
ice jam that caused all the damage around Bismarck or Pierre came 
down on that full reservoir’ You see, if the reservoir were full they 
would have rotten the full flow of the river below this dam. SO 
would ot have had any flood-control effect. That applies to other 


1 


structures too. The multiple-purpose conception of dam constructio) 
relatively new. We have had before flood control (Ladiis, and We 


I> 
have had rrigation dams, and powel product on damis But unit 
quite recently we have not had these so-called multiple-purpose da 


' 
+] . _ 
Viblitles 


lt Is because experience Is nee led to assess properly fhe 
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benefits of multiple-purpose construction that I think the Congress 
from time to time should take another look. 

Mr. Smrrit. Governor, to point up specifically this current conflict 
and the criticism about the water policy which I think should be 
brought out and aired out, as I see it your testimony indicates that you 
believe that the Congress has delegated its responsibilities to the 
bureaus in the executive branch, and it has not adequately assumed 
them, and the executive branch had too much authority. Yet at the 
same time I find that you say in a specific quotation from this article 





in the Reader’s Digest—and this is in reference to the Co ps of Engi 
neers—as follows: 

Cheoretically, the corps is responsible to the Secretary of the Arm nd, 
through him, to the President In practice, it has worked out that the engineers 
deal directly with Congress itself, often arrogantly ignoring, as has been demon 
strated in many instances, the expressed wishes of the Commander in Chief 


That seems to me to be a direct contradictior of the type of criticism 


involved there. First vou sav the ( ‘ongress ha v1ven and cié leg ited all 
its authority to the executive branch, and then again you say the execu 


tive branch has no authority and the ageney works entirelv with the 


Congress. Does that not approach a type of eriticism that will cut 
both Ways ¢ It satisfies one type of people who think you ought to 
have congressional control and another type who think you ought to 
have executive control. 
Mr. Mitier. That would be quite a jurisdictional argument ther 


which we could vet nto tor some time, but f you do not mind my 
7] 1 


saying so, Mr. Smith, what Iam trving to establish here the t] ought 


ind the feeling that we are working without a proper water policy in 


this country, regardless of by whom it i adm histered whether the 


executive branch, or the Congress, or who it may be. We do not have 


an over-all water policy governing these things, and it has prove 
quite expensive. 

If | might say so, the President established here a co ple of vears 
iO, I thu k it Was, a Water Resoures Pol ey Comn on. I} el 
ioned it in my paper. They spent a great deal of time and had, I 
think, a very competent staff and competent men comprised the Com 

S1on. They evolved what they thought wa 1 sens le policy to be 
adopted for water cde velopment or water procedures. Thev made 

hat nh oy iudoment were some very sound obser C10! 3s and recom- 
nendatior 

i ye I | rent ! h oul of \ { Ol 1 
Oo} der the estab ment of 1 oley to get a ( ot of these 


criticisms, 


Mr. Saari. If I may interrupt vou. our chairman has alr Lay 
advised us. and some of u have taken his ady ce, to study that report 
thoroughly as part of our background in this whole study. . 

Mr. Mirier. Then you are ahead of me. 

Mr. Savitri. TIT agree with vou that is very good background the stud 
we are involved in. 

(rovernor. in relation to this situation about the erit sm of the 
water agencies, you tated, and | think Vou have voeen quoted thou 
ands of times since then, that the Corps of Engineers is the most 
powerful lobby in the Government today. What are some specific 


examples of the lobby that the corps Is do ng and what has it 


oO 
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resulted in? What are some specific examples, or what is some specific 
example of some project that was put over by their lobbying? 

Mr. Miruier. I would not undertake, Mr. Smith, to go into any 
specific projects, but answering your general question I would say that 
the corps as a result of the workings of the National Rivers and Har- 
bors Congress, the officers and directors of which are largely Senators 
and Congressmen, has a degree of power which probably is not en- 
joyed by any other agency, corporation, or business which engages 
in the business of lobbying. That is why I think I was justified in 
making the statement that the Corps of Engineers is probably the 
most powerful unit we have in the governmental setup. | 

Mr. Smirn. Concerning this National Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
what has it done and what has it caused the Congress to pass or fail 
to pass ? 

Mr. Mrtrer. My understanding, as I remember the pamphlet that 
is issued by the National Rivers and Harbors Congress, is that they 
have a meeting once a year and they adopt a program. They have 
a project committee which until recently—lI have not seen one of those 
pamphlets now for a couple ot years, but the last one I did see had 
as the chairman of the projects committee of the National Rivers and 
Harbors Congress, Mr. Whittington, the chairman at that time of this 
committee. I read the pamphlet and it said in this pamphlet that 
they had a great deal of influence with Congress. I am sorry I do 
not have that here. 

Mr. Smiru. That was issued to promote membership, was it not? 

Mr. Mitcer. It explained the purpose of the Congress. The proj 
ects committee would bring to the meeting of the National River: 
and Harbors Congress a list of projects which this committee ap 
proved. Then, according to this statement in the circular, they would 
take this list to the ¢ ‘ongress and it would be their objective to secure 
congressional approval of this list of projects. This list of projects 
may be perfectly sound, but I want to point out. as I said a moment 
ago, that I know of no other agency that engages in lobbying, whether 
it be a corporation, or what have you, that has for its officers and its 
guiding members Senators and Representatives in Congress, 

Mr. Smrru. First of all, 1 think the influence of the lobbying of 
the National Rivers and Harbors Congress is greatly exaggerated. 
| have never seen any reference by any body, and though ] do not have 
a great deal of experience in Congress, | did have some experience 
before coming to the House in the authorization of projects and the 
appropriation for them, and I have never seen any Member of Con 
gress before he authorized any appropriat ion or voted for It, checking 
to see whether it was on this list of National Rivers and Harbors Con 
oTess approved projects. The National Rivers and Harbors Con 
ogress, I am sure, helps to centralize and create some thinking about a 
water policy, but I think beyond any doubt its influence is greatly 
exaggerated. As far as I know, I know hundreds of members, and 
their membership is purely honorary. It is just the name. 

I still do not see how the National Rivers and Harbors Congress 


has anything to do with my question. It is not the Corps of Engi 
neers, It Bsa private lobbving OrevanlZation. There niavy bea quest ron 


as to whether or not a Member of Congress should belong to an organ 
ization that lobbies before the Congress. but I think vou will find 
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that Members belong to other types of organizations which lobby 
before the Congress. All types of pressure groups include Members 
of Congress as members of the organization. I belong to the United 
States Chamber of Commerce, and I am the national counsel for the 
Greenwood, Miss., chamber. The National Chamber of Commerce 
lobbies as much or appears before committee of Congress as much as 
any other organization, but I do not see anything sinister about my 
membership in that organization. In fact, I do not adopt their 
recommendations on a lot of things, especially in regard to rivers and 
harbors and flood-control matters. 

I am trying to find out some evidence of a specific project or specific 
idea, or anything of that sort, which the Corps of Engineers has 
lobbied for in the Congress and put through. 

Mr. Mager. All right. I think I will try to answer that. The 
Rivers and Harbors Congress working in conjunction with the Army 
engineers, if they find a project in almost every congressional district, 
and it is submitted to Congress in the general rivers and harbors bill, 
then I am pretty apt to vote for your project on the lower Mississippi 
if you will vote for something I want on the upper Mississippi. Is 
that not true? 

Mr. Smiriut. Yes; but will you vote—— 

Mr. Mager. That is a pretty good type of lobbying, if you get two- 
thirds of the Congress a project and they are afraid to go against 
something that is not good in your district so that you will not go 
against what is in their district. Of course, everyone thinks what is 
in his district is fine. 

Mr. Smiru. Will you vote for it because the Rivers and Harbors 
Congress is for it, or because you think it is good for the people in 
your area ¢ 

Mr. Maacer. I think it is good, but I will not vote against yours so 
you will not vote against mine. 

Mr. Smirn. I vote for it so you can get yours through and not 
because the Rivers and Harbors Congress is for it. 

Mr. Davis. That is what you call logrolling. 

Mr. Smiru. That applies to every type of legislation under the 
sun, and every type of business activity, and everything else. It is 
in every type of human relationship. 

However, Governor, as I say, I am seriously seeking to find some 
thing in connection with this lobbying charge, because I think if 
there is any evidence whatsoever of a project that the engineers pro 
moted and lobbied into existence, I think it should be brought to light. 
and I think some very strict steps should be taken to remove that type 
of activity. I think a project should originate among the people who 
will benefit by it in their effort to get it. 

This is a serious charge you brought here. Do you know of any 
such things? To calla group a lobbying and pressure group today is 
not exactly a compliment. You say they are the most powerful in 
the country. I think you should present some evidence about what 
they have done. 

Mr. Miuuer. I did not come here prepared to talk to specific proj 
ects in the flood-control field, but Mr. Representative, if you want a 
list of specific projects go to the record and read the exposition, if 
vou have not already done so, that Senator Douglas made here about 
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a year ago, I think, when he reviewed these projects in detail. It takes 
a lot of time. 

Mr. Smiru. I am familiar with those projects that Senator Douglas 
brought out — the appropriation bill was up in regard to civil 
functions last year, or the year before last in the Senate. As I recall 
it, those projects ‘that he mentioned and which he said should be 
denied funds were originated and lobbied for by the people who lived 
in the affected areas and stood to benefit by the work. Is that correct 

Mr. Mintzer. They were in the budget of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Smiru. Of course they were in the budget, but the Corps of 
Engineers did not go out and just dig them up. Did not the Congress 
man from that area, or the Senator from that area, submit it or ask the 
Congress to act on it, or did not the Congress ask the engineers to 
make a survey on it / 

Mr. Mituer. Probably in a good many instances that was the case, 
but if the Corps of Engineers did not consider them economically 
feasible, was it binding on the Corps of Engineers to present them in 
their budget ¢ 

Mr. Smirn. All of these projects had been considered economically 
feasible by the Congress when they were first authorized. It was just 
a question there of what is economically feasible. Senator Douglas 
said a lot of them were not economically feasible, but by the standards 
that are set forth when a certain project is authorized, most of them 
had been so considered feasible. 

As I recall it, in every one of these cases the project was authorized 
by the Congress and they said it was feasible. The Corps of Engineers 
of course asked for the money, but the Congress directed them and 
authorized them to build the projects. There may have been some of 
those projects which had been authorized even though they had an 
adverse report from the Engineers, but they had been authorized b) 
affirmative action of the Congress and the bill was signed by the 
President. 

It may be they never should have been authorized, but if the Con 
gress has authorized them and the President signed the bill, then the 
Corps of Engineers I think is under an obligation to submit them for 
consideration by the Congress 

I think everybody here feels that if we pass a law directing an 
executive agency to do something we all feel that the agency should 
do it, whether the agency thinks it is right or not. 

I think one of the biggest criticisms rampant all over the country 
today is the fact that the agencies have often failed to carry out the 
directions of Congress. I think all of us have criticized at some time 
or other the failures of the agencies to do what the Congress said. I 
have heard endless complaints about the fact that some of the agencies 
of the Government fail to carry out the directives of the Congress. 
Do you not feel they have an obligation there? Do you think sub 
mitting an item in its budget is an act of lobbying? 

Mr. Miter. Not at all times; no. Not at all times. The lobby 
ing is done to support these usually by other committees or agencies. 

Mr. Smiru. I am in an area where we have some of these authorized 
projects and where we try to get appropriations for them each year. 
I can say the pressure for them does not come from the Enginee rs. 
The only pressure the Engineers exert is in soft-pedaling it, you 
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might say, and pointing out that it is an impossibility to get funds 
for certain items. 

I think if you will check into it you will find that a great deal of 
the lebbying the Engineers do, : you call it lobbying, is telling indi 
vidual groups that their projec Is omething on which you cannot 
secure any funds. I think it is aaa for them to do it and point out 
that in the over-all picture somet thine cannot be done. 

Howe ‘ver, as J Say, I have yet to see any evidence of how the Corps 
of Engineers ahi dl thi ~ would ap p rly to the Bureau of Reclamation or 
any other water agency per haps some of the others have been guilty, 
but | clin) il an area W here only the Corps of Engineers operates and 
that is why Iam dwelling on them—and | have vet CO see any evidence 
vet to hear anybody specifically mention ny project that they have 
lobb eq for. or any evidence of what they have done to pressure the 
Congress into taking any action adversely or affirmatively on any 
latter, 

[ am just asking you if you have seen it. 

Mr. Mitzuer. I am quite familiar. Mr. Smith, with the local pres 
sures that originate with the chambers of commerce and associations 
of that kind. I am riangar es familiar with that and know what 
effect that has on Members of Congress. I can cite instance after in 
stance of projects that have come down here not with the approval of 
the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of Engineers, but which are 
brought before the Congress by individual Members by reason of local 
pressures, and pul thror ol, The lol bby Ine in those cases, of Course, 
is done by the local people. But sometimes the Bureau and the Corps 
are inclined to LO along and put these thn os in thei budget, I think, 
as a matter of political considerations. 

I could vive you one instance out there in my own State where the 
Congress finally approved a project which never Was approved by 

Bureau of Reclamation. They did not want to build it, but the 
local pressures there caused the congressional delegat on to pul that 
thing through. I suppose that obtains in every district of the country 
to some extent. 

Mr. SMITH. Was not that lobby r do. e D low il people al d their 


where they have been the lobbying agency for any project. I have 


« 
/ 


representatives In the Congress / 

Mr. Mitier. Surely. That goes on all the time. 

Mr. Smiru. If the Bureau put it in its budget it seems to me to be a 
result of political pressure and not pressure by the Bureau 

Mir. MiLuer. That is part of the picture. 

Mr. Smiru. Obviously a lot of politics goes on in the Bureau of the 
Budget. The President has that authority through his agencies to put 
things in his budget in an effort to satisfy pol tical pressures or to 
ippeal to certain political interests. That part of our system of 
vovernment. 

Mr. Mitxer. I agree with that, and probably as long as we have 
the present control of the de stinies of this country by political parties 


we probably will not be able + Negey sto the local pressures altogether. 

Howe ver, my ¢ mtention, Mr. ( ‘ongressman 3 that if we could cle 
vise some means of relief by the Members of ¢ ‘ongress we ehing all the 
merits of these t] ngs pro and con to some extent. it woul dt help. If 
' could avoid this necessity of logrolling that the Congressman from 


Viissom spoke ibout | would be helpful to th taxpayer of the coun 
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try and would avoid getting some il] 
built in this country. 

As I said, if I wanted to take your time I could cite some of those. 

Mr. Davis. Will you yield temporarily to Mr. Mack for a question / 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Governor Miller, you read into the record a letter from 
a rancher in the Milk River Valley in which he said that water from 
a dam in his area should have been released a few days earlier to 
avoid the impact of a flood lower down the stream. We are building 
a multitude of dams, some of them being built by the Army engineers, 
others by the Reclamation Service and by private individuals. No 
one agency of Government has the authority to say if and when the 
water from this dam or that dam should be released. In other words, 
a decision as to if and when the water should be released from any 
or all these dams is one to be made by a debating society rather than 
any one agency, with the result that if damage occurs we cannot fix 
the responsibility for neglect or error in judgment on any one agency. 

Have you any opinion as to whether the control over the releasing 
of these waters in advance of floods should be in the hands of some 
one agency of the Government / 

Mr. Minter. I will answer that this way, Mr. Mack: As the present 
set-up is, the Bureau of Reclamation builds dams for irrigation pur- 
poses primarily. That is the intent of the law. They are now build- 
Ing some dams primarily for power production, The Corps of En- 
gineers is building flood control dams and multiple-purpose dams. 
As of the last report I had from officials connected with the agencies, 
there has been no contract of coordination between these agencies 
as to the control of these dams. That is to say, the question you 
raised was, Should one agency control the releasing of water or the 
filling of these dams from time to time? 


ofical and unecononuec projects 


I think there is voIng to have to be an understanding between these 
agencies as to how these waters should be controlled. I do think 
whether if is one agency or two agencies or three agencies, there 


must be some kind of a contract. or some kind of an unde tanding 
that. these dams up and down the river will be coordinated. 

Mr. Mack. There is, as you pointed out, a conflict of interest. 

Mr. Mituer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. M ACK. The reclamation people want to keep the watel hi 
for irrigation purposes and the power people want to keep a large 
head of water behind dams for power purposes. 

Mr. Miuuier. Yes. 

Mr. M ACK. Some agency ot the Government should have the power 
to release that water in advance of floods in order to lessen their 
impact. 

Mr. Miuurr. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. May I make an inquiry there / 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Does that same situation pertain today with the function 
of those agencies in that area ? 

Mr. Miuuer. That is the last report I had. 

Mr. Jones. When was the last report you had? 

Mr. Mivier. Last fall I think T made that inquiry 

Mr. Jones. What is the source of your information that there is not 
coordination of functions in that watershed ? 
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Mr. Miuuer. The present president of National Reclamation Assoc1- 
ation, Mr. Peterson. 

Mr. Jones. Will you identify that man ? 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. C. Petrus Peterson, of Lincoln, Nebr. 

Mr. Jones. He said there is not coordination among those agencies 
with respect to the operation of the projects in that area / 

Mr. Mituer. I perhaps should not use the word “coordination,” but 
there is no agreement. That is the last information I had—an agree- 
ment which would cover the coordinating uses of these dams and reser- 
voirs. I may say the same holds true on the last information I had 
about the Columbia. I talked to the Corps of Engineers up at Port 
land, Oreg., at Bonneville Dam, and he told me there was no under- 
standing between these two agencies, that is, an over-all understanding 
whereby these things would be coordinated as to their control 

Mr. Jones. So you take issue with the statements made by the Chief 
of the Corps of Engineers and the Department of the Interior relative 
to the understanding that they have in the operation of all dams for 
the mutual concern and benefit of the area / 

Mr. Mituer. If that statement has been made since the last informa- 
tion I had, I would not take issue with it. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, I understood from General Pick’s state- 
ment to this committee the other day that the engineers had no juris 
diction over releasing the water in the Grand Coulee Dam, which is a 
reclamation dam. That would have to be decided by an agreement, 
which makes it a debate between the Army engineers and the Recla- 
mation Service as to whether or not the water should be released. A 
debate takes time, and in the meantime damage occurs. 

Mr. Miuurr. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Governor, you have been one of the officers of the 
Hoover Commission group and as such have made a study of our nat- 
ural resources. You are interested in the conservation and develop- 
ment of these resources. The testimony before this committee has 
indicated that there are 42 different agencies, bureaus, and commissions 
of the Federal Government engaged in the developments of our river 
valleys. Have you any opinion as to how we could decrease the num- 
ber of agencies that are engaged in this work ? 

Mr. Miter. We made four specific recommendations in our work 
with the Hoover Commission. The Commission disagreed with us 
in some respects and agreed in others, but submitted proposals for the 
elimination of a lot of these duplicating activities. They proposed a 
merger of the civil functions activities of the Corps of Engineers 
with the Bureau of Reclamation, with a Board of Impartial An: ilysis, 
as they termed it, to be superimposed and to pass upon the fe asibility 
and economic justifiability of projects. 

Now, it was pointed out, as you said, that as of now we have the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, the Federal Power 
Commission, the Department of Agriculture, the Forest Service, the 
Indian Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and a number of other 
agencies that have some degree of interest in this. There is at this 
time no actual coordination of all those things. 

Mr. Mack. Would your studies indicate there was a great deal of 
unnecessary waste and duplication resulting from the overlapping 
work of these duplicating bureaus ? 
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Mr. Miuier. Yes, sir. You see, the Corps of Engineers has an 
organization of something like 40,000 people. There are only 
about 200 engineers who are from the Army who do this work. The 
others are civilians. The last report I think is that the Bureau of 
Reclamation had about 16,000 employees. In a great many instances 
they operate in the same territory. 

The State Department has jur isdiction over interstate streams that 
constitute boundaries. Any water development that takes place there 
has to have the approval of the State Department. The State De- 
partment then has to have some people study that and look into it to 
see whether State shall approve building the dam, and so forth. 

We think there is too much duplication there. 

Mr. Mack. A few days ago some statements appeared in the news- 
papers quoting the President as saying that he desired all of these 
rivers and harbors developments and flood-control matters centralized 
in the Department of the Interior. Do you agree this is a better plan 
than the present one of the Army engineers handling it? Do you 
agree with the President that this is a better plan than having the 
Army engineers handle it ¢ 

Mr. Miter. I would agree if that were coupled with this Board 
of Impartial Analysis recommended. I would not agree otherwise. 

Mr. Mack. Do you believe, Governor Miller, that the Interior De- 
partment is better equipped to handle these vast projects on flood 
control than the Army engineers? 

Mr. Mitxer. I will qualify that by saying in an integrated agency 
as was contemplated dies would be divisions, of course, where the 
experience in flood control would be taken into consideration on the 
one hand, and experience in reclamation on the other hand. But where 
we have come into this great program of multiple-purpose dams you 
are going to have coordination, and we thought and still believe that 
with the proper board of experts to carry out the thing from the top. 
one agency can do that at a great deal less expense than otherwise. 

Mr. Mack. There are billions of dollars involved in the rivers and 
harbors and flood-control and reclamation projects. Do you think it 
would be advisable instead of giving control over to the Interior 
Department or to the Army Engineers, that we should establish a 
special Cabinet position to handle our big public works, including 
river and harbor development, roads, and public buildings, and things 
of that nature ? 

Mr. Miuurr. I do, and our task force of the Hoover Commission 
recommended the establishment of a Department of Natural Resources, 
because we believe that natural resources considerations in this country 
are so paramount that it deserves Cabinet rank. 

Mr. Macx. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. Smitu. The point I wish to correct for the record is that I think 
it should be pointed out that when Mr. Mack asked you, “Do you 
agree with the President about the plan.” apparently the President 
does not agree with such a plan because he says now he is not going 
to submit one. 

Mr. Mack. He is changing his mind. 

Mr. Mitier. He is changing his mind. 

Mr. SmirH. Governor, again in reference to this statement you made 
about the Corps of Engineers being the most powerful lobby in the 
Government, do you think you would still make that statement again ? 
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Mr. Mitier. I would. Yes,sir. I donot retract it. 

Mr. SMITH. | did not mean to suggest that you should backtrack on 
it, but in view of the fact that you submitted no evidence about it I 
asked you that. I did not mean you should carry the evidence with 
you, but I am pointing out the fact that you merely pointed out 
lobbying activities of Members of Congress with local people, and | 
mean to say it does not appear to be any substantiation of you 
‘harge. 

Mr. Donpero. Will the gentleman \ ield / 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Do NDERO, Grovernor, | have been here a good mal vy years ma 
[ can say truthfully, I do not reeall a single instance when the Corps 
of Army Engineers, or even the Rivers and ree Congress, evel 
put any pressure on me or ever came to n \ office ind told me how 
] shoul | vote on any project whatever. | have alwavs 
Rivers and Harbors Congress as a kind of semisoctal and business 
organization. It has two features and it only recommends to this 
committee and the Congress what they think would be a good thing 
to do. But never in all the years I have been here has any pressure 
been put on me by either body. I think you might be mistaken in 
making that statement, Governor, that it is a great lobby. 

Mr. Mirier. Mr. Dondero, I respectfully based my statements on 
the official publication of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress 
and the statements they made ina printed publication, which vave 
the names of the officers, the names of the directors, and stated the 
purposes of the organization. 

Mr. Donprro. I can say to you my ab warn a from Mississipp1, 
Congressman Smith, very justly pointed out that the names of Senators 
and Members of Congress on their “sansa I think is purely 
honorary In every way. 1 do not think it has any other effect what 


ooked oO! the 


ever, except just purely honorary membership. 

Mr. Smiru. Upon that point, Governor, apparently there is no 
point in going into it further. I do not find any submission of any 
evidence about this alleged lobbying. 

You mentioned a while ago Mr. Polk I think vou said he was the 
former head of the National Reclamation Association. This is not 
n question about him. but | would like, Simce you are i f) lel d of Mr. 
Polk, to point out something that perhaps can pe corrects 
apparent misinformation he had. He made a speech last fall with 
some reference to this committee. That is after it had been set up. 
His speech implied that the committee was Fons to do something 
bad to reclamation. I want to assure you the committee has no such 
idea in mind. We are all friends of the reclamation program. In 
fact, I have been jumped on by some of the so-called economy advocates 
in my area for even ap proving anything the Re lamation Bureau 
did. 

Mr. Polk made a speech attacking the committee because two of 
the members were from Michigan and five from the South. I do 
not think there is anything wrong in being from Michigan or from 
the South. Just because we happen to come from Michigan or the 
deep South, we do not have any erudge against the reclamation 


“l on some 


program. 
Mr. Mitzier. I have no knowledge of that statement 
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Mr. Smirn. I hapened to think about it because you mentioned 
Mr. Polk’s name,.and I am sure his statement resulted purely from 
some misunderstanding, 

That is all the questioning I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JONES. Governor Miller, it seems that your testimony Is 
certainly not as severe on the agencies as your several articles and 
several pamphlets that have been issued by various organizations. 

For example, your Saturday Evening Post article of May 14, 1949, 
I would like to call attention to a rather unusual statement. If you 
follow with me for just a moment I will read it to you and ask you 
to comment on it: 


Theoretically, the corps is responsible to the Secretary of the Army and, 
through him, to the President In practice, it has worked out that the Engineers 
deal directly with Congress itself, often arrogantly ignoring, as has been 
demonstrated in many instances, the expressed wishes of the Commander in 
Chiet 


Now, comment on that arrogance, because you have stated prior to 
this point that they were bypassing Congress In constructing unau 
thorized types of projects that are so much different from those 
authorized projects that they constitute a new con ept. 

Mr. Mitier. If you would read on a little further 

Mr. Jones. I am going to read on in just a minute, but I want to get 
that because it is couched in such language that it brings fear and 
alarm to many people. I want to know if you have known of any 
such instances of such arrogance. I cannot understand how you, as 
Chairman of the Hoover Commission task force in this particular 
field, are engendering a suspicion that is unwarranted upon the Corps 
of Engineers and the other agencies involved, because you find no 
credit to he civen to any agencies, including the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, which I want to vo nto a little bit later on. on any works, 
and you say that they constitute waste and extravagance and are the 
synonym of mismanagement. 

Mr. Miniter. If you would read on, as I said a moment ago, or read 
in the report of our task force, the Kings River case study or report, 
you will vet there what I based! mis attitude upon that the Corps of 
Engineers had bypassed the Executive in certain specific directions 
by he President. To be specific, the President directed certain work 
be done by the Bureau of Reclamation because, as I recall it now— 
and it has been 3 or 4 years ago since that study was made—there were 
irrigation aspects connected with.this proposed work and irrigation 
matters should be handled by the Bureau of Reclamation rather than 
the Corps of Engineers. The Corps of Engineers contrived in some 
manner to bypass them and secure the construction on their own 


t 


account. 

Mr. Jones. Did not the Corps of Engineers have survey authoriza- 
tion to undertake survey works in that area, and had not an appro 
priation been made under a general appropriation act for them to 
do certain works in that particular area / 

Mr. Murr. I think that is probably true. I think they both had 
survey authorizations. 

Mr. Jones. There had been survey authorizations and appropria 
tions made for that particular purpose It is not uncommon that two 
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agencies will be carrying on a survey simultaneously, in a given 
watershed area; is it? 

Mr. Miter. No. 

Mr. Jones. So does that give rise to any suspicions and fears that 
there is something sinister and something evil and wrong about the 
Corps of Engineers or any other agency that may be carrying out a 
directive of Congress ¢ 

Mr. Mixer. I do not think I said anything sinister. 

Mr. Jones. You say “arrogantly.” I do not see how you can reach 
any other conclusion ‘but that they are performing an illegal act and 
in the commission of an unwarranted act taking upon ‘themselves 
authority which they do not possess to find works to be done. 

Do you not leave that impression ? 

Mr. Miter. I used the word “arrogant,” Mr. Representative, in 
connection with their resistance to the Chief Executive's orders. I do 
not think you can read into my wording that I was suggesting anything 
sinister or illegal about it. 

Mr. Jones. Then let us read on, as you suggested : 

It has become hard to tell now who is the master—Congress or the Corps of 
Engineers—for, though Congress provides the appropriations for these rich and 
often wasteful engineering projects. * * 

We did not say whether there were any good ones in there, did we, 
Governor Miller? When you were writing this vou did not point out 
the good projects that were undertaken, did you ? 

Mr. Mitier. I confess that is an error. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. It goes on and says: 

* * * the corps provides the modus operandi and the excuse for the spending 
of billions on the projects that bring such joy to the home districts of the rivers 
and-harbors-bloc Congressmen. 

Does that not leave a rather distaste for the whole enterprise of 
water resources to have a ch: arge such as that Imposed upon all of the 
undertakings of a single agency ? 

Mr. Minier. I will answer that, Mr. Representative, by saying that 
I was somewhat in error in that article in not acknowledging—and I 
do now so acknowledge—that both the corps and the Bureau have 
undertaken and have constructed many worth while projects. How- 
ever, this was directed at what I would deem to be wasteful practices, 
because I do think now and am perfectly willing to contend that they 
do have wasteful practices. I could cite them here in quite some num- 
bers if we wanted to take the time. 

Mr. Jones. Let me read further: 





For instance, when the rivers and harbors appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1949—the largest in history, incidentally—was up before Congress, Senator 
Bridges, then Appropriations Committee chairman, and Senator Taft, then 
majority leader, each asserted publicly that $200,000,000 could be lopped off the 
proposals with no harm to the Nation’s welfare. 

Then you ask this very significant question : 

Did their influence prevail? Indeed not—the bill passed the Senate by a 
3 to 1 vote. 

Is there anything wrong with the action of the Senate, that could be 
visited on the Corps of Engineers, for its decision to include an appro- 
priation or to exclude it? 

Mr. Miuier. No. I think the inference there is the political pres- 


sures that were brought to bear in Congress. 








an 


h 
d 


BS 


in 


Te 


if 
id 


it 


f 


ie 


Lt 


ir 
r 
n 








STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 167 


Mr. Jones. Do you hold the Corps of Engineers responsible for the 
failure of the Senate in voting 3 to 1 to cut off $200,000,000 at the 
suggestion of Senators Bridges and Taft ¢ 

Mr. Miuier. No; I do not. 

Mr. Jones. Well, I hope you will read your article because you never 
depart from the subject that the Corps of Engineers was responsible 
for that action. ‘The succeeding paragraph is dealing with the Corps 
of Engineers and you have left quite a monument in the way of charges 
to the Corps of Engineers for the action of the Senate of the United 
States. Would you like to see that / 

Mr. Miter. No; I have read it many times. 

Mr. Jones. Do you not think that is a true statement, Governor ? 

Mr. Mixxer. I think you are correct in your position that we should 
not assess the blame to the Corps of Engineers for the failure of the 
Senate to reduce the appropriations in this direction. 

Mr. Jones. Would you make the same charge against the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for the failure of Congress to knock off some of 
their appropriation bills? 

Mr. Mirzter. No. As I say, I do not think the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation of the Department of the Interior 
should be assessed with all of the failures of the Congress to reduce 
appropriations. I do not think that, but you think I did in this 
article ¢ 

Mr. Jones. I do not see how you can escape it unless my reading is 
bad and my knowledge is so faulty that I do not understand it. 

Mr. Smiru. Let me interject, Mr. Chairman, that this specific state 
ment has been widely quoted in other criticisms not of just the Corps 
of Engineers, but of everything in the water policy of the country. 
The implication is in the minds of a lot of poor American citizens 
worried about their taxes that they think all their taxes are caused by 
the country throwing away the money on water projects. You are the 
great authority for “that belief that the country is going bankrupt 
because of the lobbying activities by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Jones. Governor Miller, have you visited the Tennessee Valley 
Authority or the area which the Tennessee Valley Authority serves? 

Mr. Murer. Just to drive around a little bit. I have not made an 
intense study of it except as we went into it in the report. 

Mr. Jones. You have written, and it has your name on it, “No More 
‘Valley Authorities’ ” by L. A. Miller. 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. In this article you cite criticism of the operation of the 
Corps of Engineers since they have miscalculated the estimate of cost 
as compared to the actual construction costs. Have you made an 
analysis of estimated costs of projects in the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity and their actual costs ? 

Mr. Mixer. I had some figures on that 2 or 3 years ago, Mr. Jones,. 
but I have nothing recent on it. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, would you take issue with the statement that 
the TVA in making estimates of costs compared with the actual costs 
has a variation of only 3 percent ? 

Mr. Mrutrr. If they made that statement I would not take issue with 
it. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. We have reports here showing such an estimate of cost. 
Do you consider that an asset to the operation of an agency in con 
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fining their estimates of costs as compared to the actual cost to as small] 
a margin as 5 percent ? 

Mr. Mitter. What is that? 

Mr. Jones. Did you not say that was a virtue of an organization ? 

Mr. Mitier. Was a what? 

Mr. Jones. A virtue. 

Mr. Mitier. A virtue / 

Mr. Jonres. Yes. Would you say that was a virtue? 

Mr. Mituer. I would think so. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Then in other words when you analyzed the Corps of 
Engineers and the Department of the Interior you found great fault 
with them because of their miscaleulations of estimates of costs? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. I criticized that. 

Mr. Jonrs. But you failed to point out in the Task Force reports 
that statement in connection with the work done by the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority 1) making similar estimates of cost, did you not ¢ 

Mr. Min R. ] do hot recall that, Mr. Coneressman. 

Mr. Jones. The only treatment civen to the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority, as I recall it, was that you did not suggest any more valley 
authorities. 

Mr. Mriuuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That was about the entirety of the treatment. 

Now, Governor, you say in this article: 

Let’s get at the core of these “authority” bills. 

Let us consider TVA and go to its core and examine it in the ight 
of your analysis of TVA. You say, “Further reading of the bill,” dis- 
cussing MVA and + ¢.% which is a parallel] in a great number of re- 
spects to the Tennessee Valley Aut hority 

Further reading of the bill discloses that once it becomes law, the Corporation’s 
Board (three appointed men) would be responsible only to the President. 

Where did you find that in either one of those bills, that the responsi- 
bility was only to the President and that it had no responsibility to the 
Coneress / 

Mr. Mitier. Wasn't I discussing there a proposed Missouri Valley 
Authority ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miruer. I found that in one of the bills. I don’t remember 
which one it was. There were several. I don’t remember which one. 

Mr. JONES. This study is made comparable to the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. Why is it that the Tennessee Valley Authority is not re- 
sponsible to the Congress just as any other agency of the Government 
is? 

Mr. Mitier. Why is it? 

Mr. JONI S. Yes. Why is it not responsible to the Cor oress ? 

Mr. Miter. I could not answer that as to why it is not. 

Mr. Jones. It is, is it not? 

Mr. Mitier. It is responsible to the Congress. 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Mitxier. That is not your question, though. 

Mr. Jones. I said. why cloes it fail to be? You compared the au- 
thorities. You set up the Tennessee Valley \uthority in all of its fail- 
ings and you are here citing that as the basis for not wanting the 
expansion of further authority types of government 
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Mr. Mitirr. That the Tennessee Valley Authority Is responsible 
to the Congress ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. It is, is it not? 

Mr. Mirnyi r. Some of the proposals for the valley authorities are 
that they would not be responsible to the Congress but they would be 
responsible to the President. ancl I believe they should be responsible 
to the Congress, the appropriating agency. 

Mr. Jones. It would have to be. There is no bill proposed that does 
not have the same supervision and control from the Co IWTess that they 
have in the ‘Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Mr. Mituer. As I read the one bill there, and I do not remembet 
which one it was now, and there were several of them. it was to the 
effect that thy responsibility would not be to iy other than to the 
Executive. 

Mr. Jones. Then you say: 

The Corporation would be financed out of the United States Treasury 
tax money—your mInoney Its accounts would not even be open to auditing by the 
Federal General Accounting Office 

Why is it not accountable and subject to regular accounting proce 
dures‘ Is the Tennessee Valley Authority not responsible for an 
accounting S\ stem by which it can be examined / 

Mr. Miuier. An accounting system which they set up, I think. Yes. 

Mr. JONES. Then you proceed tO Say something else. In other 
words, vou are not making that charge against Tennessee Valley 
Authority now, are you, that they do not have a proper a inting svs 
tem which can be examined by the Federal authorities and its activi 
ties known and its general accounting systell eXam ned ? You are hot 
contending that the Tennessee Valley Authority is one of those types 
of authorities, are you? 

Mr. Mitirr. I do not think I ever made any statement that the 
Tennessee Valley Authority had a proper or lM prope I system Oo! 
accounting. 

Mr. Jones. You do make a parallel for that here, Governor. You 
are talking about MVA and you are always citing TVA as an example 
of that. 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. JONEs. You 70 On to say: 


The employees would not be under civil service; the Corporation would estab 
lish standards for personnel, hiring and firing at will. 

Do you think all the recommendations ot the Hoover report should 
be adopted, that is, all of them ? 

Mr. Mitzier. No: not in all details. 

Mr. Jones. Which ones do you find yourself in disagreement with / 

Mr. Mutter. I would not want to go into that, if you please, Con 
gressman., 
~ Mr. Jones. All right. Did you know the work that was done o1 
the study of the Civil Service Commission and the reorganization ot 
that Federal activity ? 

Mr. Mrucer. I was not familiar with that. 

Mr. Jones. For your information the study of all Government age 
cies reflected that the Tennessee Valley Authority had the best pel 
sonnel system of ny agency of Government. Would vou take l¢ 
with that? , 

Mr. Mitirr. No 
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Mr. Jonrs. And they had competent employees. It was projected 
as a model for other types of agencies to be invoked on a Federal level. 

So you are not going to fall out with the Tennessee Valley Authority 
if they have that good a system, are you? 

Mr. Mixer. No. 

Mr. Jones. Then you proceed and say: 

Thus terrific power would be vested in three appointees of the President. 

What powers would they have that are not presently vested in a 
Federal agency ? 

Mr. Muer. To answer that, Mr. Chairman, I would have to take 
that bill and do a little restudying of it, because I say I have not looked 
at it or at one of those Valley Authority bills now for 3 or 4 years. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, let me ask you this: Is there a single Federal 
function that will be obtained in the authority granted to the three 
members of the Board that does not exist in the Federal Government 
at the present time ? 

Mr. Miter. I could not answer that offhand, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Jones. You say also: 

The promotion of navigation on all streams of the Columbia Basin above tidal 
waters, the control and prevention of floods, the conservation and reclamation of 
land and land resources, the generation, transmission, and dispostion of elec- 
tric energy and the execution of such other responsibilities as are vested in the 
Corporation by or pursuant to this bill’s text. It may even concern itself with 
recreation development, and take a hand in “educating” the people of the 
Columbia Basin. 

What is wrong with that? What do you find wrong with that? 
Is there anything wrong in it that the agency would carry out all of 
these activities ? 

Mr. Mitxer. I think it would be unduly interfering with the func- 
tions of the States, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. I presume you base that premise on the fact that the 
Tennessee Valley Authority has infringed on the sovereignty and 
rights of the States. Is that not true? 

Mr. Miter. I think that is, to some extent. 

Mr. Jones. Give us one example, Governor Miller, of an instance in 
which the Tennessee Valley Authority, as you say, has trespassed upon 
local sovereignty. (Give me one instance. 

Mr. Miter. Well, where they take charge of all recreational ac- 
tivities around one of their lakes to the extent where, as I understand 
it, they lease properties for summer homes, businesses, and so forth. 
[I think that kind of business ought to be locally controlled. 

Mr. Jones. The objection you raise would be uniform against any 
Federal agency carrying out those activities ? , 

Mr. Mixer. My general contention is that all activities of those 
kinds should be locally controlled by the States, and agencies of the 
States. 

Mr. Jones. Why do you confine it just to an authority? Why do 
you not impose it on all of the agencies that presently have those au- 
thorities ? 

Mr. Miuier. That has been my contention all along, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Let us go back. I am talking about what is the Ten- 
nesseee Valley Authority imposing on local sovereignty that is pe 
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culiar to their authority and not peculiar to all other agencies of the 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Miter. Mr. Chairman, in considering valley authorities 

Mr. Jones. I want you to answer that one question for me. Give 
me a single instance, Mr. Miller, where the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority imposes on or takes away any local authority. 

Mr. Miter. I will have to say to you, Mr. Chairman, that I have 
not made on my own account an intensive study of Tennessee Valley 
Authority procedures, so I will not undertake to give you a specific 
instance. 

Mr. Jones. If you do not know of its ills it looks to me, Governor, 
like you would study its virtues before you would become an author of 
such a damaging indictment against valley-authority plans, because 
in the valley ‘authorities you have the embodiment of all the activities 
of the Federal agencies coordinated in obtaining the very thing you 
espouse. Is that not true? 

Mr. Mutter. If you permit me, that study is largely based on the 
proposition that the kind of a Valley Authority which is in effect 
in the Tennessee Valley Authority is deemed not to fit conditions in my 
part of the country, that is, the western part of the country generally, 
because out there you have very varying types of considerations with 
respect to the water development. T he ‘Tennessee Valle xy Authority 
was originally designed for flood-control and navigation purposes, 
and that is the primary consideration with regard to water in such 
an area. QOut in our area the prime consideration for the use of water 
is for irrigation, and we have a system of water rights and water- 
right ownership out there which does not apply in the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority area, and has no counterpart there whatever. So the 
thing that is in existence in the Tennessee Valley Authority in 
Tennessee does not fit out in that part of the country. 

We would be subjected to the loss of rights by private citizens out 
in that part of the country by giving over that authority to a valley 
authority, which it would have in the long-run analysis. So we can- 
not favor this valley authority extension. 

I have said since I came here to Washington this time, however, I 
believe we are going to have to have basin-wide planning, so that we 
can have this coordination. I think we were talking about that when 
you were out of the committee room. 

Mr. Jones. When we talk about basin planning we come back to 
the very objections you started off with here on the granting of unau- 
thorized responsibility, or loss of our congressional responsibility to 
a bureau or agency. If you are going to have a comprehensive basin- 
development program are you not going to have to grant larger re- 
sponsibilitieS to an agency rather than to give them limited 
responsibilities ? 

Mr. Mitier. No; I do not think you are going to have to have 
larger responsibility. You are going to have to have a responsibility 
that will be assessed to a local agency in cooperation with these gov 
ernmental agencies, 

Mr. Jones. Let us go back to the Tennessee Valley Authority. In 
the Tennessee Valley Authority where has cooperation failed bet ween 
local agencies and the Federal ( 
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Mr. Mituer. I said a moment ago I cannot answer that specifically 
at this time. 
Mr. Jones. Reading from your statement further, you say: 


Turning from the CVA to the MVA to explore another extreme but potential 
extension of valley authority, that bill provides that no structure of any sort 
may be constructed on a river, stream, or tributary without approval of the 
authority. County commissioners could not install a culvert on a creek without 
permission of the authority. A rancher could not build a small diversion dam 
to guide his own water without such permission 

Absurd? It’s ridiculous. But it is potential in the vast and ove: 
those bills before Congress would put in the hands of a corporation governed 
by a three-man board for CVA or a five-man board for MVA f these bills 
become law. 


riding powers 


Do you not find that most of these things that vou point out are 
inherently vested either in the Department of the Interior, the De 
partment of Agriculture, or the Corps of Engineers in carrying out 
& project in any given area, that they must protect the mghts that 
justify the investment of Federal funds in those types of projects! 

Mr. MILLER. No. The water developme nt out in our part of the 
country, Mr. Chairman, is such that we operate in a field where the 
State by constitutional provision owns the water. Now, there has 


/ 


been HT | conflict between the States and the Federal agencies To some 
extent over the term of navigability. You know, they have said 
that navigability applies to main streams and tributaries. 

Mr. Jones. Those things that you point out are objections which 
ean be raised with regard to the Corps of Engineers and the Depart 
ment of the Interior? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes. 

Mr. Jonrs. Those questions eXist ¢ 

Mr. Mitirr. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. And they have to be resolved, do they not? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. The only thing vou sav is that it takes away from the 
local people the right even to‘ have those questions resolved ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. That is the way the valley authority bill we were 
talking about is interpreted out in our part of the country. 

Mr. JONES. You do not interpret the Tennessee Valley (uthority 
to have those things: do you ¢ 

Mr. Mu LER. I said a moment ago I cannot at this time a8 into any 
discussion of specifies with respect to the Tennessee V illey Authority 

Mr. Jonrs. All right. 


To read further, you say: 


The Soil Conservation Service has been practically excluded from operat 
ing within the “kingdom of TVA.’ 

You speak of the kingdom of TVA. What do you mean by “the 
kingdom of TVA”? 

Mr. Mitier. I mean the authority, or the region, or the territory 
voverned by the ‘Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Mr. Jones. You did not mean that as applying any platitudes to 
the Tennessee Valley Authority; did you? 

Mr. Mu LER. That might have been an express mn that could have 
heen le ft out. 

Mr. a INES, Gover! or, have you ever re id thy law creatine the 


Tennessee Valley Author cy ¢ 
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Mr. Mitier. Yes, sir; several vears since. 

Mr. Jones. Let me read this statement of yours, wherein you say: 

The Soil Conservation Service has been practically excluded from operating 
within the “kingdom of TVA.” It has been “consulted” but hampered in creating 
uny soil conservation district within that “empire”. 

What direction was cviven in the Tennessee Valley Authority oO} 
these allied progranis in the field of agriculture as to how they should 
be carried on? What does the act Say in that respect é 

Mr. Mitzier. I could not answer that. 

Mr. Jones. Do you not think that is rather a serious charge against 
the Tennessee Valley Authority that it would be deliberately exclud 
ing from the operation a Federal agency within the area? Where have 
they been excluded, Governor / 

Mr. Minter. Mr. Chairman, 3 or 4 years ago I had a conversation 
with one of the soil conservation officials. IL could not even tell] you 
his name now, but he ouve me to understand that they had heen mlivel 
very little authority in their soil conservation matters in that area: 
that all of the matters were governed by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

Mr. JONES. Then we come back to that policy of which you yourself 
complain. Here is an agency of the Government vested with authority 
and directing that its program of agriculture should be carried out 
through the extension and land-grant colleges. Then when it carries 
out that program at the direction of the Congress itself it is to be 
criticized, because it is complying with its legislative authority in 
carrying out the program. 

Mr. Miturr. I think fairly stated, Mr. Chairman, my position is 
that the Tennessee Valley Authority is still largely in the nature of 
an experiment in things governmental in this country, and it should be 
continued and pursued to a logical end. However, that the kind of 
administration authorized and carried out by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority is inimical to the interests of the western part of our coun 
trv, because we have an entirely different set of conditions. 

“Mr. JONEs. Governo! Miller, have you assayed the results of the 
fennessee Valley Authority up to and including the present year ¢ 

Mr. Muuzer. I have not. 

Mr. Jones. Starting from its beginning? 

Mr. Mitxier. No. It has been 3 or 4 years since I read that report. 

Mr. Jones. Applying your test as to the value of an agency with 
respect to this control, do you find it lacking in any of its potentials? 
Has it not given flood control ? 

Mr. Mitter. Has it provided flood control ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. Has it provided flood control ? 

Mr. Mirter. So far as I know. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of an¥ river of its size in the United 
States where flood control has been pe rfected as it has in the mall 
stem of the Tennessee River, where you vet LOO percent flood con 
trol? 

Mr. Minu R. | think there are some areas in the Ohio Valley that 
have had LOO pr reent flood contro] outside of that area. 

Mr. Jones. I am talking about a river of its size. and not 
tributary. I am talking about the main stream of a river of 


proportion, 
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Mr. Mitier. No; I do not know where there has been development 
of that extent. 

Mr. Jones. So we can say it is successful in the field of flood con- 
trol; can we not? 

Mr. Mixer. I think so. 

Mr. Jones. What about navigation? Has not the stream been made 
navigable for 651 miles from Knoxville to the confluence of the Ohio? 
That is a navigable stream now and at a very minor cost of $150 
million, which has been allocated to navigation. It has a very small 
inaintenance cost also. 

Would you say it has been successful in providing navigation on 
that river? 

Mr. Mutuer. I have no knowledge of that kind. 

Mr. Jones. Now the third program: Do you think it has been suc- 
cessful in the field of the generation of hydroelectric power and later 
on in the generation of steam generating power to provide the electric 
energy required i in that area? 

Mr. Miter. It has been successful so far as the program has gone. 

Mr. Jones. There are the three main functions of the program w vhich 
they were charged to perform, and they have done it in a commend- 
uble fashion. Where is the Tennessee Valley Authority lacking in its 
work? 

Mr. Miter. I could not answer that question because, as I said 
before, there has been quite some time elapsed since I went in and 
studied that, but I want to ask a question of you, if I may. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutzer. You said has this been successful in flood control. I 
have read several times—I have not confirmed this on my own 
account, but I have read several times in the case of flood control the 
Tennessee Valley Authority has covered with water in their reser- 
voirs several hundred thousand acres more land than were ever flooded 
out before. Is that true, Mr. Representative ? 

Mr. Jones. More than was ever flooded before ? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. Subject to flooding. 

Mr. Jones. No. That is not quite true. It would be about the same 
level, I think. 

Going back to that, you see that the major engineering works that 
took place on the Tennessee River were not based on the original 
survey work of the Tennessee Valley Authority. That survey work 
was done primarily by the Corps of Engineers and the basic engineer- 
ing data was provided by the corps. If you read the recent United 
States News and World Report you say an inquiry directed to General 
Pick in which he made the statement that they inundated those lands 
down there, but the general failed to point out that the Corps of Engi- 
neers itself proposed the basic plan for those high dams that were 
constructed in that area. 

Mr. Mitier. Do I understand from that that the Corps of Engi- 
neers, as you say, designed these dams which have had the result of 
covering up more land with water than was subject to flooding there- 
tofore ? 

Mr. Jones. That is almost correct, but not quite. However, flood 
control has been accomplished because there is no more damage on 
the stream, and also its ultimate effect, even though it is not to a 
high degree, is that it reduces the floods on the lower Mississippi River. 
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Mr. Smirn. That does not take into consideration the effect that the 
stability of the flow of the Tennessee River has on the water of the 
lower Mississip pi River. 

Mr. Jones. RP I am only confining it to the Tennessee River. 

Mr. Smirn. The point I am making is that there has been some 
benefit—of course, by no means a controlling benefit—but there has 
been some benefit in the flood-control effort on the lower Mississippi 
as a result of the fact that the water on the Tennessee is controlled. 

Mr. Jones. The Kentucky Dam probably contributes to it more 
than all the rest of the dams put together, because it has the largest 
reservoir capacity and is the nearest to the confluence of the rivers, 

Governor Miller, whom are you with at the present time? 

Mr. Mitier. Nobody. Perhaps I should say that I have been con- 
nected with the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report, which is 
a sort of informal organization, but I have no official position. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, going back now, you quoted the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch as being the authority for certain figures you used in 
the estimation of the costs of projects at the present time on the 
Missouri River. Now, relying on those figures as being sound, would 
you also assume that that paper was correct in making appraisals of 
the effect of the Tennessee Valley Authority upon the local sovereignty 
in the area in which they operate ¢ 

Mr. Mitter. That would depend somewhat, Mr. Chairman, upon 
who the author of the statement in the Post-Dispatch was. I will 
explain that by saying I happen to know this gentleman who made 
that estimate personally. I have known him for several years. He 
goes to all of the meetings of the Missouri Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee and is thoroughly familiar with all of their workings, and is 
considered by the Interagency Committee as their publicity spokes- 
man inaway. They provide him with all of the information which 
he has, and I think it is quite dependable. 

If he made that statement with respect to the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, I think I would give it a good deal of reliance. 

Mr. Jones. About 4 years ago the St. Louis Post-Dispatch sent an 
inquiry to every Governor of every State where the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority is operated to determine whether or not there has been 
any infringement by the Tennessee Valley Authority upon local 
sovereignty. Each Governor of those States questioned said that there 
had not been any. 

Would you like to comment on that ? 

Mr. Miter. No. I have no comment. 

Mr. Jones. The opponents of this Valley Authority proposal are 
always pointing their fingers at the fact that the Valley Authority 
type of project destroys the local sovereignty and the State’s sover- 
eignty and makes it an encroachment and a trespass upon local efforts. 

Mr. Mitxrr. If you will apply the Valley Authority idea, as I said 
previously, to our situation out in the West, they could not do other- 
wise than infringe upon State authority, and I will try to illustrate 
that, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority was originally designed for flood 
control and aid to navigation, as I understand it, in the legislation. 
It eventually became a power-producing agency with the consent of 
the Congress, [ think. 
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Now. in an agenc y prim: arily concerned with powe I produet i¢ on thre 
water must be regulated ot nin accordance with that objective. That 
is my understanding of it. Out in the western part of the country 
the primary consider: iad for water is its use for irrigation. As was 
pointed out a while ago, the operation of a reservoir for irrigation and 
its operation for power production have two conflicting positions 
there, because for irrigation you must maintain a flow of water into 
that reservoir un til its capacity is filled, so that it will be there for use 
at the time of the irrigating season. For power production you must 
maintain a steady flow of water through that dam in order to produce 
the power. To the extent you maintain that steady flow through there 
you interfere with the storage of water for irrigation. 

Out in the western part of the country, as I stated, we have 
tem of water rights which appy to waters for irrigation. If a power 


iS wrong to 


Tris Vs 


P rod uc ing’ agency Is to have prece “lence there. of course. it 
interfere with the rights of the use of irrigating water. 
[am going to illustrate that, if I may I spoke earlier about talking 
with Harry Polk up at Williston, N. Dak. I don’t know whether 
you were here while that went on. He told me i! st last Thursday 
about the hardship that is being worked upon an irrigation district 
around Williston by the operation rf the power dam at Fort Peck— 
that is. the Fort Peck Dam. They have recently added to the power 
producing capacity at that dam and the water is now going through 
that dam for power production at a rate which makes for high water 


or flood conditions down below. ‘That is operating right now to t 


extent that the pumping plant on a 2C,000-acre irrigation project at 
Williston is under water, and if it remains under water for anothe 
90 days it will be destroyed. Asa consequence, the 20,000-acre irriga 
tion clistrict will be put out of busine ‘SS 

That is the type of thing i in the West which we must take into con 
sideration 

Mr. Jones. way do you say that the Authority cannot take into 
porte ation such a thin at I understood you to complain that the 

Corps of Sonisations does not cooperate with the various agencies and 
does not coordinate its functions and activities with due re orard to the 
re ‘r agencies involved. Then you find f: ult with wpe De partment of 

: Interior because it would be overzealous in fixing rates and charges 
mn phn tye and trving to operate in the same given area as the 
Corps of Engineers. Then you talk about the work of the Soil Con 
servation Service in earrving on the watershed treatments w ith smal] 
tributaries as all being irreconcilable, Yet Vi hen a suggestion comes 
forward to put all of those functions under a single agency such as 
vou have proposed to ah e recognition G all of those problems and to 
reconcile them and put them in one body, then you still complain. 

Mr. Mruier. I am afraid you are a little bit mistaken in my present 
attitude, Mr. Chairman. I think there should be one coordinated 
igency, and we have so recommended that there be one agency for 
vater project deve lop ment: that there be an agency in the Office of 
the President to pass judgment on the e economic desirabili ty of some 
of these things. But we ilso recommend that t he rights of states ana 
the provisions of State laws be taken into consideration. and that this 
authority 

Mr. Jones. Governor, where is there any infringement on the water 
rivhts of the Stat Sil the development Ot the e streams £ Why would 
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an authority not give an accounting to the various rights of the prop 
erty owners and the rights of the States in the d spel sal of the water 
and use of the water ¢ 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Chairman, as I tried to point out, if an agency of 
that kind primarily dedicates itself to power production 

Mr. Jones. Wait a minute. You are dedicating it. Let us talk 
ibout one dedicated to carrving all of the functions. Let us not talk 
about one like that before you get to it. We are creat Ing an authority 
there first to take care of flood control, reclamation, navigation, and 
the veneration of hydroelectric power. Do you not think that an 
agency that has the authority to do all of those functions can recon 
cile the primary efforts of each one in the operation of its dams and 
nstallations? You say it cannot be dene in Washington, but it can 
be done there. 

Mr. Mitirr. As TI tried to point out, you have a different situation 
in the Tennessee Valley than we have there. 

Mr. Jones. You have the basic problems in connection with the 
‘Tennessee Valley Authority with the exception of reclamation, and 
reclamation we have recognized as a Federal responsibility since 
1902. 

Mr. Minuer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. And certainly the accomplishments made will not meet 
with indifference In a program that Is expected to be carried on 
up there. 

Mr. MILLER. We know, 1n repetition, ] ouess ] have to say, that 
the Tennessee Valley Author ity is now, as | understand it, primarily a 
power-producing agency. That is its chief function. Is that true? 

Mr. Jones. Its primary function is navigation and flood control. 
If the Tennessee Valley Authority were to operate its dams for the 
purpose of only venerat Ing hydroelectric power we ild vet approxi- 
mately 2d percent more power than 1s generated clown there. but 
we cannot operate all the time for the generation of power alone 
because we cannot be indifferent to the flood conditions that might 
prevail on the Mississippi River or the Ohio River. If we could 
utilize all of the water just for the veneration of hydroelectric power 
then the need for a lot of these steam vyenerating plants would not 
he there. 

We have just as much loss of electricity in high-water as we do in 
a low-water period, because the plants cannot be utilized to their full 
extent. Recognition is first given to flood control. It has never de 
viated from the policy fixed by the ¢ ‘ongress 1n creat ing it,and I do not 
know why it has gotten around now that their chief request for ap 
propriations is to inerease the eenerating capacity down there to 
satisfy the needs and requirements of those people. 

Mr. Mitier. Maybe I can clarify this a little bit by reading to 
you a constitutional provision from Wyoming. Wyoming came into 
statehood in 1890 and in 1889 it formulated and proposed to Con- 
gwress a constitution. Congress approved that constitution in the 
act of admission and admitted the State in 1890. ()ne provisior of 
that constitution reads as follow: 

The water of all natural streams, springs, lakes, or other collections of still 


vaters are hereby declared to be the property of the State 
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Down in North Dakota a similar constitutional provision says: 

All flowing streams and natural water courses shall forever remain the 
property of the State for mining, irrigating, and manufacturing purposes 

If you impose a valley authority-—— 

Mr. Jones. Just a minute. Does the Department of the Interior 
recognize your constitutional right ? 

Mr. Mitirr. To some extent. There has been a great deal of con- 
flict. 

Mr. Jones. Does the Corps of Engineers respect your constitutional 
authority ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. They do not operate out there. But what I wanted 
to point out is that the valley authority must necessarily be given 
the over-all control of the water. 

Mr. Jones. You cannot give them any more authority than the 
Congress gives them, can you? 

Mr. Miuier. What is that? 

Mr. Jones. The Congress cannot give it extraordinary constitu- 
tional authority, can it? It cannot give any more authority than the 
Constitution gives it. Is that right? 

Mr. Minter. You might find the authority the Congress would give 
in conflict with the State from the interpretations put on these pro 
visions by the State authorities. 

Mr. Jones. You say that the Department of the Interior can go 
out there and construct projects and it does not violate your constitu- 
tions, but an authority would. It seems to me like it would be tweedle- 
dee and tweedledum. 

Mr. Mitier. Maybe I should say it this way. You are not living 
in that kind of a country and dealing with irrigation problems, and 
you could not appreciate the differences in different geographical parts 
of the country. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirut. Governor, there is one more point I think should be 
emphasized. I have just seen a copy of the Readers’ Digest article 
and I realize now it came from the Saturday Evening Post, but the 
title of that article is, “The Battle That Squanders Billions.” You 
say in it that billions of dollars are being squandered on duplicating, 
badly engineered projects. I tried to make some check on getting an 
estimate as to the total amount of money which has been spent on this 
type of work by the Federal Government down through the years. 
The best guess I can get, and I am sure you could get one with more 
exactitude, is less than $10,000,000,000, and perhaps eight or nine 
billion. 

When you use the plural of billions you must mean that at least 
$2 billion of that has been squandered. 

Mr. Miter. This general consideration was based upon a report 
that the Chief of Engineers made in August 1947 or 1948—I do not 
recall the exact date now—in which he set forth, and the table appears 
there, I think, that they had on the shelf $53,000,000,000 worth of esti 
mated costs of plans. Many of those estimates went back as far as the 
1930's. We felt at that time that there were wasteful products in 
that total list of plans and I could cite some of them here to you, if 
you want me to. 
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Based upon these proportions there would be over long periods 
billions of dollars of waste. 

Mr. Smiru. The statement is made in the article that billions are 
being wasted. Not that billions would be wasted if we appropriate 
these $52,000,000,000, but that billions are being wasted now. Do you 
not think that is sort of misleading the general public as to what Con- 
gress does with its money ¢ 

Mr. Miuuer. That did not mean it was wasting it right now, but it 
was an approximation over a period of time. If you want to interpret 
that as being wasted this year, it is an exaggeration. 

Mr. Smiru. It says that billions are being squandered but it does 
not say billions have been or will be squandered. It says they are being 
squandered. 

Mr. Miuier. That was a little editorial license there. 

Mr. Smiru. That is a pretty strong statement about the Congress. 
Most of the publicity about the whole program, and the adverse pub 
licity about flood control and theriver and harbor program, is centered 
around your article and reproductions of it and statements from it. 
The general statement has gone out to the press of the country through 
their circulation media over virtually all of the country that billions 
are being squandered. 

Do you not think the statement really leaves a bad impression and 
not an entirely correct impression / 

Mr. Mixer. It was designed to attract attention to what we deemed 
to be an undefendable situation. If you want me to go into specific 
instances of waste I can do so. We believe by calling attention and 
gaining discussion among the people to this condition of affairs we 
can bring about a betterment of that in behalf of the taxpayers, if you 
please. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, the ends justify the means ¢ 

Mr. Mixer. To a certain extent, the political means. 

Mr. Smiru. I do not want to burden you with a recitation now, but 
I think it would be a good idea if you could submit a list and try to 
detail some of the projects where there has been some wasteful de 
velopment, so that we could have that in connection with our study. 
That is, types of projects which you consider wasteful. We can lay 
into it in our study and go into it in detail. 

Mr. Mixxer. I will submit them to you. 

Mr. Smiru. It will be of benefit to the committee to have it. 

Mr. Mitier. I will submit them to you. 

Mr. Smiru. We do not doubt there have been a lot of wasteful 
projects. The point I make is I do doubt the idea that has been pre- 
sented that the whole program is wasteful, that is, the whole program 
of the Government working on its water resources. I do not think 
there is any way to get your idea on.these other questions, sir. 

Mr. Mitter. I will submit some to you. 

Mr. Smitru. Do you think we would have a better concept and a bet 
ter attitude about getting a more intelligent water policy if some of the 
eriticisms had been less violent and less colored ? 

Mr. Mitxer. It could be. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a little bit embarrassed here. I have a very 
important engagement downtown. If you have further questions you 











1S0 STUDY OF CIVIL WORKS 


would like to ask perhaps you will allow me to come back another time, 
but otherwise I have to ask your indulgence. 

Mr. SMITH. We ought to apologize to you for holding you up. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, your testimony is very interesting and is one 
that we would lke to have again, if it is convenient to you. I am 
sorry that I cannot tell you of a date at the moment that can be ailotted 
to you because we have a schedule for tomorrow. I wonder if some- 
time in the month of May you will be in Washington. 

Mr. Miniter. Well, I will try to make it. I am supposed to go down 
to New York. I will try to get in touch with Mr. Curran and see 
what I can do. 

Mr. Jones. We would certainly appreciate if 
thank you, Governor, for being with us today. 

Mr. Mituer. Thank you for taking so much time. Your time is 
more valuable than mine. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, any supplemental material you deem neces 
sary to submit in connection with your statement will, without ob 
jection, be inserted in the record following your testimony. Also, 
without objection, there will be inserted in the record a letter from 
J. Spencer Smith of Dumont, N. J. 

(The following material was subsequently received from Mr. Leslie 


A. Miller :) 


f you could. Let us 


CHEYENNE, Wyo., May 14, 1952 
Mr. CHARLES D. CURRAN, 
Special Subcommittee To Study Civil Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar Curran: I noted with interest an item in the Denver Post yesterday 
evening which told of testimony your committee had received from General 
Pick of the Corps of Engineers and Mr. Straus of the Bureau of Reclamation 
regarding conflicting purposes and programs, and some of the stress which was 
laid upon the proposition that the two agencies really try to get along togethe1 

In such a connection there is enclosed a copy of an item which appeared in the 
Denver Post on February 9. 1952, and which, if it has not had your previous 
attention, I think vou would be interested to read In fact, it probably should 
be made a part of vour record if there is some way it can be introduced I am 
quite willing to sponsor it if this would be consistent 

With renewed regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


From the Denver Post. February 10. 197 


Frup May Harr CoLrorapo Warer Pr 


(By Barnet Nover, Chief, Post Washington Bureau) 
WASHINGTON, February 9.—Ffforts to speed action on the giant upper Colorado 
River water storage project may be frustrated by a bitter behin@-the-scenes feud 
which has been raging between Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief of Army Engi 
neers, and Reclamation Commissioner Michael W. Straus 


SHARP DIFFERENCES CITED 


The outcome of this dispute may determine the fate of the billion-dollar plat 
to develop the upper Colorado River Basin through the construction of hold 
ing reservoirs with a total capacity of 48,555,000 acre-feet of water and the 


development of powel nstallations capable of SUPDLY ing 1,622,000 kilowatts 
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Hitherto unpublished correspondence secured by the Denver Post's Washing 
ton Bureau underlines the sharp difference in attitude between the Army engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Conflicting viewpoints expressed in the letters may provide ammunition for 
friends and opponents of the project when legislation authorizing it is introduced 
n Congress sometime during the present session 

In a lengthy communication to Straus, General Pick contended that the Recla 
mation Bureau's report on the project “is insufficiently advanced to permit satis 
factory comments to be made on the engineering and economic justification of 
the plan.” He also contended that the total cost of the project may exceed 
$2,500,000,000 insteand of $1,000,000,000, He also questioned “the extent of subsi 


dization of irrigation projects from power revenues,” 
STRAUS PERPLEXED 


In reply, Straus said he was “both surprised and perplexed that after you had 
taken 5 months to review the report, 2 months longer than provided by law 
you found that you were unable to concur in the recommendations of the report 
and that this d sion on your part stemmed largely from an alle 
information,” 


red uck oft 


General Pick in his correspondence with Commissioner Straus contended : 

lL. “A study of the individual reports on the participating projects which you 
have furnished appears to reveal questo! able methods of economic analysis of 
secondary benefits.” 

2. “The inclusion of relatively large benefits based on the theory that the 
handling and processing of agricultural goods and the increase in associated 
goeds and services are a benetit to the irrigation project to the extent reflected 
in your analysis is not concurred in (by the Army engineers) 


UNREALISTIC THEORY 


3. “The same theory of secondary benefits applied to power production, which 
you see, is considered unrealistic.” 

4. “Since the part of the construction cost (allocated to irrigation) is not 
defined, it would appear that there would be no restriction toward development 
of a project in which the undefined part of the repayment of the construction cost 


] 


by the irrigators could be so small as to be negl 


gligible his range of subsidy 
ippears to be too wide to provide a proper safeguard for the interests of the 
United States.” 

5. “It would appear, that full utilization of the storage project potentialities 


insofar as river regulation is concerned, would not be required for 75 years and, 
therefore, that the primary purpose of the project during its earlier life would be 
to provide power revenues to subsidize irrigation.” 

6. “This report does not clearly show that the rate of 5.5 mills per Kilowatt 
hou ould vield a sufficient return to the project to warrant construction of 
the necessary transmission facilities to the lower Colorado River Basin and 
southern California or that a market would exist for the quantity of power esti 


mated for sale in that area at the rate of 5.5 mills per Kilowatt 


7 The questions of policy brought up by) our report regarding subsidiza 


on of irrigation projects which cannot be paid for by irrigators under exist 
proj 


ng reclamation law is a matter which should require the most careful considera 
tion because of its far-reaching implications in the field of Federal public works.’ 
S. “Iam unable to concur in the recommendations in your report at this time 


with respect to the approval of the over-all plan and the immediate authorization 
of the initial phase proposed.” 

In rebuttal, Strauss said: 

1. “This gratuitous comment on the provisions of the reclamation law is most 
perplexing when viewed in the light of the flood-control and navigation laws 
which, by and large, do not provide for any reimbursement to the Federal Treas 


ury. Do you honestly believe there is greater justification for building reser 
voirs to keep floodwaters off the land free of charge, than to build reservoirs to 


put water on the land for irrigation with the water users repaying all they can 
within their ability?” 
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2. “Since every dollar spent on the construction of the storage project as well 
as the participating irrigation projects will be returned to the Treasury of the 
United States, as compared to no return from most flood-control and navigation 
projects, your statement is not understandable and appears to be completely 
without logic.” 

3. “Iam happy to report that during the 29 years since the original Colorado 
River compact was enacted, the problems relating to unresolved water rights, 
allocation of water, and optimum future development have been minimized to 
the point where firm recommendations, such as those in the report, can be made.” 

4. “Your statement that according to the report the value of energy of 5.5 
mills per kilowatt-hour is based on the cost of producing energy at steam electric 
plants at the principal load centers, is incorrect.” 

5. “Whereas I appreciate your comments and the time and effort that may 
have been put into their preparation, I cannot agree with your conclusions, and 
only regret that you did not avail yourself of the detailed facts which we offered 
at the time you were making the review.” 





(The statement referred to in the following letter appears on p. 
140:) 


CHEYENNE, Wyo., May 28, 1952 
CHARLES D. CURRAN, 
Staff Director, Special Subcommittee To Study Civil Works, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CuRRAN: In the course of my testimony before your subcommittee I 
made an error in reference to the proposed Glendo Dam on the North Platte 
River, a unit of the Pick-Sloan plan. 

I said that the original project, approved in the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
was estimated to cost $750,000. 

I do not remember where I got that figure, but upon further checking I find 
that the estimate which appeared in Senate Document 191, 1944, was $4,000,000. 

I do not have a copy of that transcript, of course, so I do not know on what 
page this might be found. However, I wish you would do me the favor to look 
that up and change that $750,000 figure to $4,000,000, if you please 

Thanking you and with sincere regards, I am, 


Very truly yours, 
LesLIeE A. MILLER 


(The following letter is in response to a request by Mr. Smith ap- 

pearing on p. 179:) 
CHEYENNE, Wyo., May 28, 1952 
CHARLES D. CURRAN, 
Staff Director, Special Subcummittee To Study Civil Works, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Deak CURKAN: While I was before your committee at Washington I was asked 
to submit some examples of what I deemed to be wasteful expenditures in 
water project development and I agreed to prepare something which would 
illustrate my thinking along this line. Attached you will find a brief list 
which I trust will serve a consistent purpose. 

What I was endeavoring to establish, as you were doubtless aware, was that 
the projects of both the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation in 
the Missouri Basin, many of which were placed on paper as a result of a spirit 
of competition which existed prior to the Flood Control Act of 1944, should be 
reexamined as to their economic desirability and feasibility 

Very truly yours, 
Lesuie A. MILLER 

Enelosure, 

CHERRY CREEK DAM 


This is a $17,000,000 flood-control structure on Cherry Creek a few miles 
south of Denver, Colo. There was already a flood-control dam at this site con 
structed about 1936 and which dam it was asserted by a special committee of 
engineers from Colorado was fully adequate to protect Denver from any flood 
conditions which could arise on the small Cherry Creek drainage. The dam 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers entirely covered up the original flood con 
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trol structure. If the contentions of the committee of Colorado engineers, which 
<ommittee submitted a carefully prepared report, were reasonably correct, 
then we have here a waste of $17 million. It will probably be argued that at 
some time in the future the Cherry Creek Reservoir could be utilized for irrig: 

tion, but as it stands it is purely and simply a flood-control project 


GARRISON DAM 


This a multipurpose structure on the Missouri River in North Dakota designed 
to furnish, among other things, water for irrigation. Present estimated costs 
are upward of $300,000,000. The allocation of costs to the several purposes is 
not available to this writer, but such of the costs as will be charged to irrigation 
will probably be wasted. This is for the reason that much of the land in the 
Souris Basin which it was proposed to provide with water, has been found by 
Bureau of Reclamation soil surveys to be not feasible for successful farming 


OAHE DAM 


This is an irrigation and flood-control structure on the Missouri River in 
South Dakota, the present estimated cost of which is around $200,000,000. The 
land for which irrigation is proposed from the Oahe Reservoir, some 750,000 
acres, lies east and north and authorities of South Dakota allege that much 
of the land is not feasible for farming. Moreover, it lies in an area where the 
annual precipitation is some 20 to 24 inches and it is not within reason to believe 
that farmers, who can raise good crops where such precipitation is enjoyed, will 
contract to purchase high-priced irrigation water to take care of their crop 
needs in such years, perhaps one in seven or eight, when precipitation might be 
below average. Therefore, it would appear that such of the costs of Oahe as 
will be allocated to irrigation will in all probability be a waste of taxpayers’ 
money. 

NAVIGATION 


It is proposed to provide water navigation by deepening the channel of the 
Missouri River from Omaha, Nebr., to Yankton, S. Dak., at a cost of many 
millions of dollars. Much work has been done in deepening the channel be- 
tween Omaha and Sioux City, lowa, and the work is continuing. The records 
on file with the Omaha Chamber of Commerce indicate that by far the creater 
part of the tonnage transported by water on the Missouri above that city con- 
sisted of sand and gravel used by the Corps of Engineers in its work. So far 
as can be ascertained by this writer, the demand for water navigation along 
that stretch of the Missouri is so small! as to be quite negligible. Under the pres- 
ent system, such traffic as would use the channel would pay no fees. The cost 
of maintenance, however, will admittedly be high by reason of the meandering 
nature of the river and the constantly shifting silt deposits and sand bars. It 
would appear then that to provide a navigation channel in these circumstances 
is by ordinary standards a wasteful venture. 


(The following letter from Prof. A. A. Maass refers to testimony of 
General Pick on pp. 84 and 85:) 


DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT, 
Harvarkp UNIVERSITY 
Cambridge, Mass., May 24, 1952 
Hon. Rosert E. JoNes, Jr.. 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN: On Wednesday, April 2, Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief 
of Army Engineers, testified before your committee concerning my book, Muddy 
Waters: The Army Engineers and the Nation’s Rivers (Harvard University 
Press, 1951) 

I have considered requesting the right to be heard by the committee in 
defense against the general’s bitter criticisms, but have decided against this 
for several reasons. First, I know how crowded is the schedule of your com- 
mittee and the Congress in this relatively short session Second, I trust sin 
cerely that all members of the committee and all who read the transcript of 
the general’s testimony, both now and in the future, will read my book. The 
book stands on its own; and I stand by the book. I have full confidence that 
any man who reads both the testimony and the book can arrive at an intelligent, 
independent judgment, and I have no fear of what this judgment may be 
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There are, however, certain statements and implications of the general's testi 
mony which, by their very nature, are not answered in the boo and on twe 
of these I should like to comment briefly 

1. The general states: “I am positive that is why the hook was written I an 
positive that influential people who are interested in changing Federal policy 
or attempting to usurp power themselves, have bee instrument n gettin 
hooks like that written.’ 

The charge that people W ho wish to usurp power themselves have nfiluenced 
me to write this book. and the Linpliication that I could he it fluenced to write a 
book.for the purpose of supporting the objectives of any outside group rather 
than for the purpose of seeking truth through the impartial analysis of avail 
able data, is the most serious charge that can be made against an accredite 
member of an academic profession The charge and the implication are abs 
lutely untrue. I say this as a member of a profession which has a very 
high standard of professional ethies: and I know that my colleagues here a 
Harvard and else wher particularily those who are familiar th the resource 
field, would be glad to testify to this fact 

OF course, it is true that my conclusions are approved and even pub ‘ 
by outside groups, with some of whose objectives I nay agree But this would 
be equally true if, after a careful examination of the evidence, T h me to the 
conclusion that the Corps of Engineers has, over the vears eveloped the Nation’ 
witer resources in accord ith the most desirable standards of performance 

2. The general states that I am a member o 1 sl ind effective group 
who have been able to guin access to the archives of this great Government « 


ours to select and use to their advantage any information which can be found 
in the writings and saving of the leaders of those various sections of Govern 
ment, that is not generally available to all of the people of the United States.” 

You will note that the hoo s carefull documented with extensive footnotes 
and that all of the documentation is public informatio rhe iterials used 
are largely DPD iblished House hd Senate cotmittee be rings, reports ind offic il 
documents, and the records of the N onal Resources Planning Board and its 
predecessor agencies When Congress abolished the Planning Board in 1948 
it consigned its records to the National Archives where th re a ilable te 
any responsible scholar I believe | am the first to have made extensive use of 
these excellent records, and perhaps it is this fact which annoys General Pick 
(But then IT should have hoped that the Corps of Enzine ould be delighted 
rather than annoyed, to have its record, as “found in the tings and sayings 
of the leaders of the] various sections of the Gover ne t made re li iv 
able to the American people so the people can sit in judgment thereo 


Sincerely yours 


(‘] he following S Tiv etter { 
bv Mr. Jones on »m. 1ISO:) 


— 
JS 
J 


Dumont, N. J.. Al Ll 4, 19 


Staff Director, Subcommittee To Study Civil Works 
Vew House Office Building, Washington, D.C 
My Drar Mr. Curran: Thank you for sending me the statement of ‘ 
tee’s responsibilities I will endeavor to comply with what I think you wo 
like me to testify to, that is if von think what I would say would be of inter 
to the committee 


\rt the outset, nay I state the positions I have held and now hold I was 


pointed to a commission consisting of three members by Gov. Woodrow Wilson in 
11] The title of the commission was to study port conditions This subse 
que tly became the Nev Jerse Ilarbor Commissio1 In 1915 the New ic rsey 
Harbor Commissi¢ long with the New Jersey Ship Canal Commission, hace 
charge of the inspection of power vessels upon our inland lakes, the riparia 
COIN SSiLon ina Tie a nd \ ite! vavs ol New Jerse 1 the Peonnre is kne VI 
as the board of commer nd navigatio I was the president of the New Jerse 

Harbor Commission and served as president of the board of commerce and nav 

gation during its life from 1915 until a reorganization took place and a council 
was created entitled the “Kconomic Planning and Development Council.’ I was 
named chairman of the navigation committee which functioned the same as the 
old board of commerce and navigatior I am also chairman of the interstate 
sanitation commission representing the State of Connecticut, New York, ane 
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New Jersey. Its function is to stop the pollution of the harbor waters of the 
three States. In 1907 a commission was created known as the New York Harbor 
and Development Commission consisting of three members from New York and 
three from New Jersey. I was vice chairman of this commission. This com- 
missiou drafted the treaty between the States creating the New York Port Au 
thority, and I was the first vice chairman of this authority) None of these 
positions that I have held carried my salary. They were honorary positions 

In War I, I was asked by General Goethals to serve as chairman of the 
board of appraisers for the War Department, taking over the Bush Terminal 
properties in Brooklyn. In War II, I had the title of expert consultant to the 
Secretary of War. My job was to see that the ports of the country were so or- 


ganized that the transport of troops and supplies could move most easily and 
expeditiously I also passed on the location of the staging areas for the troops 
going overseas. Toward the end of the war I was a member of a committee of 
consulting engineers to advise the War Department as to the best method of 
disposing of the war plants owned by the Government In addition to these du 
ties Lam president of the American Shore and Beach Preservation Association 
ind have been since 1926 when the said association Was organized lam also a 


member of the Permanent Commission of International Navigation of Con- 
gresses which, as you may know, is a commission consisting of members of the 
Corps of Engineers with myself as the only civilian membet I am also a past 
resident of the American Association of Port Authorities and Society of Ter 
minal Engineers. 

2 uuld like an opportunity to testify before the committee on the efficient 
Way in which the Corps of Engineers carries out the directives of Congress as 
the same pertain to and concern the civil works carried on by the corps. In the 
#1 years that T have had a relationship with the corps because of the official 
positions that I have held in New Jersey, I have admired the very efficient way 
in which the members of the corps have performed their duties. They are 
painstaking; they have inquiring minds; they are open to receive suggestions 
and to weigh the same 

2. I should s« ke to testify as to their freedom from political influence, in 
fact, influence of any kind that could be termed improper, their integrity, their 
honesty, and their ability to do what they are called upon to do. , 

I have noticed, when endeavoring to persuade them to see our point of view, 


that they have resented trving to bring into the picture anything that savored 





f political influence; that they were only concerned ith the facts and why 
Federal money should be provided for the projects that we were asking them 
fo approve. They, welcomed anything that we could place before them in the 
way of knowledge or information but they did not want theoretical opinions: 

} 


rather they sought concrete evidence of whatever we were sking them to do 
rhere was never any thought of trv ng to influence the through entertainment 
ir otherwise because we knew of the various steps which every project would 
he subject to as it climbed the ladder from the district engineer's office: that it 
ould be i \\ t¢ ot time to do other than to present t lience that would Just {Vy 
the corp approving of what we were requesting or, at Vv rate to “lve i 
the end a fair decision Chere was never any resentment on the part of junior 
officers if their rulings were overruled by higher authorities bringing ir nother 
point of view or evidence. This in itself proves to me the sincerity and honesty 
of the corps in endeavoring to do what in their judgment is the right thing 
One of the reasons why the corps is efficient is because of the training that 
the members of the corps have from the time they join the corp They serve 
nder officers who have a broad experience. In the district offices the permanent 
statis are at all times familiar with the work going on in the vicinity and the 
work that has been done in the area his places them in a position of knowing 
it all times what lies before them by the time the district engineer arrives 
at the rank of eutenant colonel or colonel, his experience in the affairs of the 
orps justifies applying to him the title of expert consulting enginee This fact 
s frequently lost sight of by critics of the corps I know f no field where 
experience counts more than in the engineeri! field. The broad experience that 
Heufenant colonel or colonel receives as be climbs fron ‘ nk of second 
ieutenant is invaluable In beach erosion work, with w h IT am particularly 
familiar the United States Beach Erosion Board has done nd is doing in 
utstanding job boo little is kme n of their activities an the splendid work 
that they are doing This additional work that the corps by congressi 
eti . xe minder its. wing, « sing the engineers en ill that they 
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ean about the little-known science of beach protection, has brought cheers to 
the hearts of those of us who have been trying to educate the public of the needs 
of beach protection if they want to preserve them so they can enjoy the same. 

3. I should also like to point out the democratic character of the organization ; 
how everyone interested in any project that they are concerned with has an 
opportunity to be heard and his arguments given every consideration. I know 
of no other organization in the Government service where the local people can 
present their case to the district officer in the immediate vicinity, have him 
pass his opinion on to the division officer, who in turn passes it on to the Rivers 
and Harbor Board in Washington. They, the Rivers and Harbor Board, are 
willing, sometimes at great inconvenience, to make a trip to the locality under 
consideration so that the local people will not have to journey to Washington. 
Each step in the appeal gives to the applicant an opportunity to have his case 
reviewed before a fair tribunal so that by the time it reaches the Chief's office, 
the Chief can tell whether the applicant is right if he is not satisfied with the 
decision. I have seen instances where the Chief was satisfied that a review 
was justified and has sent the case back to have it reexamined. This in itself 
is to me a priceless example of democracy at work in a most efficient way. 

I have never had any personal interest either directly or indirectly in any 
of the projects upon which I have appeared before the Board. My own busi- 
ness, when I was in it, was the distribution of foods. I am now in the banking 
field, but I do have the greatest admiration toward the corps because of the 
performances that I have witnessed, and I hate to see unjust criticisms leveled 
against the corps. 

I hope you will forgive me for outlining so much of my own activities in the 
forepart of this letter, but if I have understood you right, it might give weight 
to what I would say to the committee. I haven’t attempted to go into detail 
otherwise. I will if you want me to, but my experience has been that frequently 
more is to be accomplished by questions put to the witness by members of the 
committee. I would appreciate it if you will review what I have written, blue 
pencil it, and send it back and tell me what different lines you wish me to use, 
if you so desire. In other words, I want to be helpful as far as the corps is 
concerned, but do not want to flaunt myself. 

May I thank you for the courteous way in which you responded to my phone 
call. 

I am sincerely yours, 

J. SPENCER SMITH. 


(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 
10 a. m. the following day, Wednesday, April 30, 1952.) 

















